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PREFACE 


‘Logical Studies’ was the title given to a set of lectures, usually- 
spread over two Terms, which the Wykeham Professor of Logic, 
the late H. H. Joachim, delivered yearly during the period 1927- 
35. As is evident from the manuscript, these lectures were revised 
before each series and whole sections were recast and rewritten, 
and it would seem that, even after his retirement, Professor 
Joachim had read over the text and made alterations and notes 
for a future rewriting. At the time of his death he was working 
on his commentary on Spinoza’s Tractatus de Intellectus Emenda- 
tione (published posthumously in 1940 at the Clarendon Press). 
His colleagues and friends .asked him at this period if he had 
considered preparing ‘Logical Studio’ for pubUcation when the 
work on Spinoza was completed. The answer was usually non- 
committal and this was perhaps not unexpected, since the work on 
Spinoza was itself a strain on a failing eyesight. Nevertheless, when 
pressed by those who knew how much thought and care had already 
gone into the drafting of the lectures, Joachim would generally 
agree that, provided his health permitted, he would be able to 
revise and prepare ‘Logical Studies’ for pubhcation without com- 
pletely rewriting the whole text. He would also agree, with his 
characteristic modesty and directness, that these ‘Studies’ con- 
tained in fact the fullest written expression of his own philosophical 
position and that he saw nothing which would have materially 
altered this expression when hd.came to re-vise his manuscript. 
But it was clear to all those who knew Joachim’s high standards 
that the revision of ‘Logical Studies’ would have led in practice 
to a complete rewriting of the major portion of the lectures and, 
as in the case of his commentary on Spinoza’s Tractatus, he would 
probably have radically altered the whole work or at least a major 
portion of it. He would never have agreed to publish these 
•‘Studies’ as they now appear. 

On the other hand, there are many who, ha-ving either listened 
to or read these lectures, have expressed their firm opinion that 
it would be a disservice to both teachers and students of philo- 
sophy not to allow both present and future generations of philo- 
sophers to read these lectures, even though they have not the final 
polish of their author’s critical and searching revision. Moreover, 
it can be fairly stated that, however complete the re-writmg might 
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have been, the alterations introduced would not have affected the 
fundamental principles of the doctrine upheld and defended in the 
lectures. A comparison of the various versions of the text, altered 
from year to year, shows that Joachim’s main theses were them- 
selves unaltered and that the changes were merely in the detail of 
emphasis and expression. If I may express a personal opinion, 
I believe that Joachim would have written of ‘Logical Studies’, as 
he did when asked to revise The Nature of Truth (Preface to the 
Second Edition: unfinished): 

‘Accordingly I set to work to re-read the book: and the result, though 
not decisive, was to myself surprising. If I may speak frankly, and 
without fear of vanity or conceit, I can only say that the book is still 
not only alive, but kicking. The criticism, for example, of the meta- 
ph57sics behind the theory of truth as a quality of independent entities 
is still tmanswered ; and until it is answered the whole recent develop- 
ment of logic — ^what is known as logical analysis and logical positivism 
— ^is, so far as I can see, worthless, however ingenious, and rooted in 
sheer confusion.’ 

In a .s imil ar contention lies the actuality of ‘Logical Studies’. 

My aim, in preparing the manuscript for publication, has been 
first and foremost to interfere as little as possible with Joachim’s 
text. Where there was more than one version of the same passage 
the general principle adopted has been to choose the latest version 
of the text or portion of the text. This task has been, on the whole, 
comparatively easy, since the writer usually dated the different 
versions, when he had not already crossed out the older text. The 
only alterations made have been the omission of certain paragraphs 
obviously designed to link one lecture to a previous lecture, and 
a few parenthetical notes of an historical nature, inserted for the 
benefit of a student audience. A number of underlinings, inverted 
commas, and other marks of emphasis, meant entirely to help the 
lecturer himself, have also been omitted. There has only been 
some doubt in deciding on certain paragraphs, or series of para- 
graphs, which Joachim had bracketed, and, as is clear from pencil 
notes in the margin, sometimes left out in a given set of lectures. 
On the whole, I have followed the cuts suggested in this manner 
but I have not considered all such bracketings as indicative of 
a fixed determination on the part of the writer to be rid of the 
marked paragraphs. In many cases the cuts seem to have been 
imposed by the necessity of adapting the lectures to a given 
number of hours and not because the passages in question were 



V 


PREFACE 

considered superfluous or verbose. There are, in the text as printed, 
a number of words or phrases within brackets which may perhaps 
give the reader the impression that his continuous perusal of the 
argument is being interrupted and broken, unnecessarily, by 
S3monymous words or phrases. It will be found, I think, that this 
is not so and that the brackets do contain words which modify, 
develop, or at least clarify the preceding word or words. Had 
Professor Joachim rewritten ‘Logical Studies’, I have no doubt 
that he would have recast the sentences in such a way as often to 
employ a single expression where he has now been forced, in his 
zeal for precision, to use several. It should be added that another 
set of lectures in manuscript, ‘Universal and Individual’, and a 
paper, ‘What is a Category?’, have been given to the Bradley 
Library at Merton College, Oxford, by Mrs. Joachim. They form 
a further development of the doctrine contained in these ‘Logical 
Studies’. 

I wish to thank Mr. W. H. Walsh, Fellow of Merton College, 
who has kindly helped in the revision of the proofs. 

“ L. J. BECK 

MERTON COLLEGE, 

OXFORD 
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I 

THE SUBJECT-MATTER AND METHOD OF LOGIC 

§i 

1. In the first of these Logical Studies I shall try to sketch the 
subject-matter and method of logic. The result will bring us into 
conflict with a number of generally accepted divisions — supposedly 
fundamental antitheses. And in the remaining two Logical Studies 
I shall start from the chief of these generally accepted divisions, 
and the theories based upon them ; develop and examine them in 
detail ; and try to show that, and precisely why, it is not possible 
to acquiesce in them, and that in the end they lead us back to, and 
so confirm, the view of logic sketched in the Introductory Study. 

We are to begin, then, with a descriptive sketch, a provisional 
outline, of the subject-matter and method of logic. And such a 
sketch must not be confused with a definition. It anticipates the 
reasoned and systematic account which the definition would have 
to conclude and summarize. It professes to mark out roughly an 
area of inquiry: not to be the adequate delimitation of a science. 

2 . A project of this kind is exposed to attack from two opposite 
quarters: {a) Why not start — some critics will say — ^with the 
definition of logic : vyith the summary statement of the truth : with 
that adequate conception of the science which it is presumably 
hoped to reach in the end, and which the author at all events must 
possess already if his sketch is to have any value ? 

The only adequate answer to the question what is logic would be 
the science itself in propria persona. The definition with which, 
according to this criticism, we ought to start, presupposes, and is 
the concentrated expression of, the systematic reasoned exposition 
which is the actual science of logic. The critic, in short, is making 
what is literally a preposterous demand: for he wants to begin with 
that which, in the nature of the case, can come only at the end. 
There is no need to labour the point. In principle, thematter was 
settled once for all by Aristotle in his account of the adequate or 
scientific definition of an attribute and its relation to demonstra- 
tion. ^ And the position I am affirming against the critic is common 
to all respectable writers on logic and other philosophical subjects. 

^ Post Anal, B 8-io. 
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Thus — quote from Prof. Reybum’s Introduction to Psychology,^ 
where this familiar position is simply expressed: 'No science can 
define its subject-matter adequately at the beginning. The subject- 
matter of any science is best defined as the object possessing the 
characteristics which the science itself discloses; and obviously 
the definition should come at the end of the study. ’ If the critic 
persists — ^but the author presumably has come to the end and 
possesses an adequate conception of the science. He ought there- 
fore to begin by enunciating his results in the form of a definition, 
which his readers can take as authoritative and final — ^the real 
answer is that the critic in arguing thus shows fundamental mis- 
understanding of the natmre of a philosophical discipline, as will 
become dear in the sequel. For the moment, it is enough to point 
out that the definition would be uninteUigible to the readers. 
They, at all events, have not come to the end. The concentrated 
expression of the sum and substance of the science could, at this 
stage, mean httle or nothing to them. 

(6) From the opposite quarter it may be objected that it is 
unnecessary to offer any description at aU. It would be enough 
to rely upon a general familiarity with the field of logical inquiry ; 
to give a reference, perhaps, to some recognized text-book or to 
quote some standard definition of the subject ; and then to plunge 
straight into the discussion of this or that particular logical 
problem. 

Let us develop this criticism. A writer on subjects belonging to 
the domain of ohe of the natural sciences can count upon a general 
familiarity with the field of his science. Even the mathematician 
has the same advantage, so far at any rate as he is dealing with 
problems of arithmetic and Euclidean geometry. He can safely 
take his domain for granted, assume a general agreement as to its 
central character and outlines, and ‘put’ his audience ‘wise’ in a 
couple of sentences. Everybody knows — ^more or less — ^what these 
sciences are about, what the field of study in each of them is. We 
aU know, for example, what the heavenly bodies are, what plants 
and animals (living things) are ; and we have long ago familiarized 
ourselves with the numbers of the multiplication table, and with 
the lines, plane figures, and solids of Euclidean geometry — difficult 
though it may have been for the general pubhc to conceive these 
alstracta precisely, when Pythagoras and the early Pythagoreans 
first discovered them and thus inaugurated the sciences of arith- 
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metic and geometry. If university lectures were announced under 
the title of, for example, 'Geometrical’, ‘Astronomical’, 'Biolo- 
gical’ Studies, nothing would be needed by way of preliminary 
description. It would be quite enough to open with the bare state- 
ment that we are to study ' problems connected with the properties 
and relations of lines, plane figures, and solids ’, or ‘ with the nature, 
movements, and history of the heavenly bodies’, or ‘with the 
evolution, structural forms, and functions of living things’.* ‘Each 
science knows in a vague way what it wants to deal with, and 
plunges straight into its task. All that is needed or possible at the 
beginning is to erect a finger-post pointing out the proper direction. 

In much the same way — so in effect a critic might argue — ^the 
lecturer on a philosophical subject can reckon upon a general 
familiarity with the facts that fall within his domain, and upon a 
general agreement as to its main character and outlines. The facts, 
indeed, that constitute the domain of philosophy, or of any of the 
philosophical disciplines — ^such facts, for example, as judgement, 
inference, knowledge, truth ; or again, moral behaviour, rights and 
duties, responsibility, virtue and vice, &c. — ^are not perceptible 
like the heavenly bodies and their movements ; or the plants and 
animals, their structure and reactions. Nor are they, Hke the 
numbers and figures, objects of thought so abstract and simple, so 
easy to formulate and define, that we may almost be said to see them 
with the mind’s eye, to recognize them infallibly the moment we 
reflect upon our perceptual experience. The facts which the philo- 
sopher studies are amongst the most concrete of realities. They are 
spiritual facts — embodiments-of-mind, manifestations-to-mind ; 
below or above the division (between perceiving, thinking, willing, 
&c., and their objects) which the mathematical and natural 
sciences presuppose — ^which they unconsciously assume, and within 
which they work.^ Our familiarity with these spiritual facts, with 
these non-perceptible yet concrete realities, is of an intimate but 
elusive kind. Still, it may be said, they pervade and dominate all 
human experience; they are matters of universal concern and 
absorbing interest. Everybody knows, in a vague and general 
sense, what they are. And a vague knowledge of this kind is 
enough for the start. It is a mistake to suppose that the lecturer 

* Cf. H. W. B. Joseph, Inbroduclion to Logic, p. i, from whom I have borrowed 
some phrases in the preceding sentence. 

* Cf. Reybum, Introduction to Psychology, p. 7. 

3 Cf. below, pp. 6 jff., 53 ff. 
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on, for example, metaphysics, logic, or moral philosophy is en- 
tangled ab initio in a difficulty of orientation from which the man 
of science or the mathematician is free. We are all familiar, at any 
rate, with certain fundamental antitheses: with the distinctions 
indicated by ‘ real and apparent ’, ‘ true and false ’, ‘right and wrong ’ 
(or ‘good and bad’). And we should all agree that each of these 
antitheses outlines the field of a philosophical discipline. The 
philosopher can use them to erect his finger-post, to convey in a 
sentence, which everybody would tmderstand, the general charac- 
ter of the domain he is to explore. The logician, for example, he 
would say, is concerned with knowledge and error, with thought, 
with judgement and inference, or whatever it may be which can 
and must be true or false. 

Now in this criticism there is much plausibility and some truth. 
We may admit that everybody knows what, for example, arith- 
metic and geometry and the natural sciences are about ; and that 
this general familiarity enables the lecturer to erect his finger-post 
in the shape of a conventional formula of orientation, and then to 
plunge headlong into this or that special problem. We may admit 
so much for the sake of argument — ^for there is a good deal to be 
said on the other side. But in the philosophical disciplines the 
situation is very different. In logic at all events, to speak only of 
that for the sake of brevity, a conventional formula of orientation 
would resemble a finger-post at cross-roads, from which the inscrip- 
tion had become obliterated. It would show the traveller the 
parting of the ways ; not which road he has to take. 

For the student of logic is faced at the outset with different and 
irreconcilable views of the subject-matter. There are, or seem to 
be, many bodies of theory, separate from one another, each 
claiming to be the science of logic. Formal logic, for example ; 
deductive logic; inductive logic; symbolic logic; philosophical 
logic* — each of these, perhaps, knows in a vague way what it wants 
to deal with. But do they all want to deal wdth the same subject or 
even with parts of the same ? Are they the complementary, though 
different, parts of a single science, the chapters of a single book ; or 
are they all, or some of them, false claimants and usurpers, not 
logic itself nor proper parts of logic ? 

The criticism, in short, does not hold against my project, for 
a very simple reason. There is no recognized text-book of logic, 
no standard definition, no conventional formula of orientation ; or 

^ For the title, cf. Bosanquet, Logic^, e.g. ii. 270. 
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rather, and tWs is equally fatal to the critic’s advice, there are 
many authoritative text-books, and many accepted formulae of 
orientation. But the many text-books embody rival, and often 
incompatible, conceptions of the science; while the formulae of 
orientation point the student in different, and sometimes contrary 
directions. ' 

. § 2. Logic is neither art nor science, hut philosophy 

1. Logic is a theoretical study; a speculative investigation, i.e. 
one that is freely and systematically pursued for the sake of under- 
standing its subject-matter. It may be called a science in order 
both (^^) to distinguish it from those intelligent activities which are 
directed, to doing or making or altering (it is imarjfir] eecofyrjriKq, not 
TTpoKTiicq OT TToiTjTiK^, not TP)^), and also (6) to emphasize its 
systematic character (it is imaT^fjuri, not ipmeipia oAoyoj, or rpi^'q). 
But it is not a science in the technical sense in which the term is 
often used. It is not a positive or a special science comparable, 
for example, with the mathematical or the natural sciences. It is 
essentially distinguished from these, and is philosophy, in virtue 
of the concreteness of its subject-matter and the consequent critical 
and reflective nature of its method, characteristics which will be 
explained later. 

2. The statement that logic is philosophy sounds trivial. Yet 
to take it seriously and insist upon it is to break with an old tradi- 
tion. According to an old tradition logic is not a theoretical study. 
Its object is practical, disciplinary or educational, not disinterested, 
investigation for the sake of understanding. It is the art of 
thinking or a compendium of the rules for sound reasoning: a 
general or propaedeutic art, an instrumental discipline indis- 
pensable for the acquisition of every special art and every science 
or branch of philosophy. 

Some such view of logic, for example, seems to have been taken 
by Aristotle himself.* It was the view, at any rate, which emerged 
triumphant from the ancient controversy as to whether logic is 
a science or an art,^ and is expressed in the orthodox definition 
of logic m the old text-books. Logic, i.e. formal or scholastic logic, 
the stereotyped system of doctrines mto which the contents of 
Aristotle’s Organon had been perverted, is ‘Ars instrumentalis 

^ Cl W. D. Ross, Anstotle, p. 20. 

* Those who are interested in the ancient controversy, which is still of importance 
for the history of philosophy, and in particular for the study of Aristotle, will find 
it well and thoroughly set out in Zabarella^s De natura logicae, Book I. 
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dirigens mentem nostram in cognitionem omnium intelligibilium.’* 
And the same view, the same insistence upon the instrumental and 
disciplinary character of logic reappears m the work of Descartes 
and the Port-Royal logicians. Not only the title, but the whole 
treatment of the Regulae ad directionem ingenii, make this abun- 
dantly clear in regard to Descartes ; while the opening sentence of 
La Logique ou I’art de penser (the Port-Royal logic) declares that 
' Logic is the art of guiding one’s reason aright in the knowledge 
of things, so that one may best be able both to acquire such 
knowledge for oneself and to impart it to others’.* 

In maintaining that logic is philosophy we are breaking with an 
old tradition. For logic, according to the orthodox view, is not 
primarily a theoretical or speculative study. It is, on the contrary, 
practical, instrumental, disciplinary. It is not a science, but an art. 
The logician’s object is to train the mind for, and guide it in, its 
speculative activities ; not simply to elucidate a determinate sub j ect- 
matter, but to strengthen and develop our power of elucidating 
whatever we may otherwise wish to study or understand. 

On the whole this is the view of logic taken by Aristotle, 
Descartes, the Port-Royal logicians, and the best of the recognized 
text-books (e.g. Sanderson’s) on Aristotelian or Formal Logic. 
Without arguing at length against this traditional view, since a 
long discussion of it would at this stage be unprofitable, I will try 
in what follows to define the point at issue more clearly. 

(i) It must be remembered that no such distinction as that 
between theory and practice, science and art, &c., is absolute. 
Every speculative investigation necessarily contributes to make 
and alter something in the student himself and in the world he 
studies — and so far necessarily is also educational, disciplinary, 
practical. Indeed, since it is, on one side of itseK, an activity of 
the student he must be held to be, even in his speculative activities, 
a moral agent, morally responsible for the part he plays, e.g. for 
the energy or slackness, thoroughness or slovenliness, of his ‘pure’ 
thinking. And, conversely, there is no art, however widely we 
interpret the term, which does not inevitably depend upon, 
embody, and contribute to the enrichment of ‘pure theory’, i.e. the 
disinterested study of things in order simply to understand them. 

All this is, or ought to be, common ground. But, on and within 

^ Bishop Sanderson’s Logicae Artis Compendium (1672), p. i. 

* La logique est Tart de bien conduire sa raison dans la connaissance des choses, 
tant pour s’instruire soi-meme que pour en instruire les autres. 
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this common ground, the traditional view of logic is sharply 
opposed to the view we axe to maintain. 

According to the traditional view, logic is essentially and in 
principle practical. It is the art of thinldng, or of learning to t hink 
and reason. And unless a man develops and increases his power of 
reasoning by the study, he is no logician and what he has studied is 
not logic. We, on the other hand, in these studies, are to maintain 
'that essentially and in principle logic is theoretical, a philosophical 
or speculative investigation. And as students of logic, we have 
nothing whatever to do with any practical or educational conse- 
quences of our study. 

(ii) The term ‘science’, I suggested,* is applicable to logic in a 
general sense, viz. to mark both the theoretical and the systematic 
character of the logician’s activity. But ‘systematic’ is a dangerous 
epithet. It may suggest that logic is, what Kant believed the 
formal logic of tradition to be, a completed aggregate of final 
doctrines concerning a certain subject-matter ; i.e. an exhaustive 
collection of dogmatic items, each an absolute truth, true per se, 
self-contained, rigid, and unalterable.® 

Now no science, not even the mathematical or the natural 
sciences, least of all the critical or philosophical sciences, is, or 
aimfi at being, a system in that dead and mechanical sense. Logic 
is systematic speculation, and therefore the very antithesis of a set 
of final doctrines. A system is in no way analogous to an exhaus- 
tive collection, a sum-total, of unit truths. Speculation is syste- 
matic, in proportion as it takes nothing for granted or on faith, 
neglects nothing relevant and is continuous and coherent. If we 
speak of logic as a science or'system of knowledge, we must not 
think of it as a completed tale of finally established doctrines, as 

* Cl p. 5 - 

* On Kant’s faith in the finality of formal logic, his view of it as a science which 
Aristotle 'created complete and entire at a stroke’ — cl e.g. KriUk der reinen 
Vernunft, preface, 2nd edit., p. viii, and N. K. Smith’s Commentary on Kant’s Criti- 
que, 21, 184-5. Smith rightly draws attention to the strangely perverse situation 
to which Kant is led. 'In the very act of revolutionising the traditional logic’ (Smith, 
l.c.,p.i84),'Kantrelies upon itsprestige, and upon the assumed finality of its results, 

to TTiaVft good the shortcomings of the [transcendental] logic which is to displace 

it.’ . . . 'Since formal logic is a completed and perfectly a pnon science, which has 

stood the test of 2,000 years, and remains practically unchanged to the presentday’, 
therefore (so Kant appears to have argued) 'its results can be accepted as final, 
and can be employed without question in all further inquiries.’ Accordingly, as 
is well known, Kant used the traditional classification of the forms of judgement 
to guarantee the exhaustiveness of his table of the categories, with disastrous 
results. 
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an aggregation of bits of knowledge. We must think of it rather 
as a single truth gradually emerging and expanding, as a develop- 
ment, or growth, which in all its stages is self-adjusting, self- 
correcting, and self-fulfilling, but never self-fulfilled, i.e. frozen 
into the rigidity of a creed. Or we may think of it perhaps, though 
the analogy is very far from satisfactory, as an integral whole or 
unity, which nevertheless is such that it must show itself m our 
experience as an uncompleted and incompletable sequence of parts 
or components.* 

Suppose, for example — for the sake of argument, since the view 
I am going to suppose is far from adequate* — ^suppose the subject- 
matter of logic is thought, and that thought is a function or 
activity of the mind in its endeavour after knowledge or truth. 
Suppose that the logician systematically investigates the nature 
and conditions of this function, the variety of the forms it assumes 
in exercise, their application and the conditions determining their 
truth or falsity or their comparative truth and falsity. No doubt 
he will be able, when his study has reached a certain stage, to 
arrest the movement of his speculative investigation, to crystallize 
it and to concentrate its 'results’ in the shape of conclusions, 
positive theories, or summary doctrines. Such and such, he will be 
able to say, are the principles of soimd thinking ; the conditiones 
sine quibus non of a healthy exercise of the function of thought ; 
rules which must be observed if we are to think truly, or at least if 
we are not to think falsely. And such and such are, in rough outline, 
at all events, the chief varieties of its forms; their structural 
affinities and divergencies; and their comparative merits and 
demerits when measured by the natural end or aim of thought, 
viz. the attainment and embodiment of truth, that being the 
standard by reference to which thought is a function, or functional 
activity, of the mind. But logic itself, the science which, as we are 


^ The view of a science as an aggregate of truths against which I have been 
protesting, seems to be the generally accepted and orthodox doctrine. It underlies 
a passage in the Theaet&tus which is worth recalling because the absurdity of the 
view in principle leaps to the eye owing to the extreme simplicity and baldness of 
the formulation Plato there gives to it. In a context avowedly pictorial (mythical), 
and speaking no doubt more than half in jest, Plato there describes arithmetic 
{apLdfjLTjriK^ rixinj) as 'the hunt after the knowledge of every even and every odd* 
{198a), and lays it down that the perfect arithmetician 'knows all numbers, for 
knowledge of all numbers is in his soul* (1986). He has caught and keeps them 
all in his memory, in the aviary in his soul, and thus possesses that aggregate of 
knowledge which is arithmetic. (Cf. also below. Study II, pp. 167-8.) 

^ Cl below, pp. 16-21. 
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for the moment supposing, is the systematic study of thought, is 
more and other than any set or collection of such summary doc- 
trines. The principles of thought, the rules of sound thinking, are 
at most crystallized deposits of that speculative activity, that 
reasoned and reasoning account, which is the science; crystals 
which, to continue the metaphor, continue to grow, and may even 
change their forms, as the activity proceeds.* 

(iii) If thus it is a mistake to identify a science with a sum-total 
of doctrines, the traditional view involves a stUl further confusion. 
For, having identified logic with a sum-total of conclusions, fixed 
and cut off from the speculative movement which alone gives to 
them whatever validity and vilue they possess ; having reduced 
the science of logic to a compendious summary of doctrines pro- 
fessing to set forth the principles or rules and typical forms of 
thought ; it proceeds to identify logic, so understood, with the art 
of thinking. But the art of thinking, if it exists, is no more to be 
identified with a set of rules than any other art — ^than, for example, 
the art of building, or of printing, or of playing the violin. If there 
is an art of thinking, we must look to the great t hink ers, the masters 
of science and philosophy, as its chief possessors, its most con- 
spicuous exponents, and obviously it is childish to suggest that a 
Newton or a Darwin, an Aristotle or a Kant, thought by rule, 
guided themselves in their speculative adventmres and discoveries 
by the application of any rules of reasoning — ^by, for example, the 
rules of the syllogism, or the canons of induction, or the Cartesian 
rules of method. One might as well suggest that, for example, 
Shakespeare or Beethoven or Paganini guided themselves in 
writing, in composing, and in playing by a knowledge and applica- 
tion of the rules of grammar, or of harmony (or of ‘the principles 
of literary and musical composition’), or of the precepts embodied 
in a manual for students of the violin. 

The statement that logic is philosophy is not convertible sim- 
pliciter, and thus raises the very difficult problem to which I 
referred,® the problem of the articulation of philosophy. 

Logic may be philosophy ; but it certainly is not all the philo- 
sophy there is, not the whole of philosophy. For philosophy, it 
seems obvious, is in some sense a whole, articulated into a plurality 


* This statement, I am aware, and especiaEy the last clause of it, requires quali- 
fication and defence. The path to which it commits me runs beside a precipice; 
but I cannot at present spend time in fencing it. See below in Study III. 

* Cf. p. 5. 
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of philosophical sciences or disciplines. But in what sense is it a 
whole? What is the principle of its articulation? What is the 
ntmiber, what the nature and mutual relations, of its parts or 
articulated members ? 

The problem, so stated, is more than very difficult. For us, at 
any rate, its solution is impossible. We are devoid of the very 
rudiments of the necessary equipment for discussing the articula- 
tion of philosophy; we have made no attempt to explain whereih 
philosophy consists, what constitutes a philosophical science. We 
have nothing to go upon at present but conventional titles and 
loose popular phraseology. There is demanded, for an adequate 
discussion and solution of the problem, nothing less than a 
reasoned outline of what Hegel has called ‘the encyclopaedia of 
the philosophical sciences’. And for us, in our present ignorance, 
such an undertaking would be madness. We might as well try to 
reach the attic from the basement at a jump, forgetting or despising 
the stairs.^ 

Fortunately there is no need, in a preliminary description of 
logic, to discuss the problem in full. What is required is difficult 
enough, but not beyond aU possibility of attainment. The meaning 
of the terms ‘philosophy’ and ‘philosophical’ must be further ex- 
plained; and we must try to show the nature of the limitation 
which makes it impossible to convert simpUciter the statement that 
‘logic is philosophy ’. In other words, some discussion is inevitable 
of the sense in which philosophy is a whole, of the principle of its 
articulation, and of the relation (so to call it) of logic to ‘ the whole ’. 
But we need not attempt to determine the number, nature, and 
mutual relations of the philosophical sciences. 

§ 3. The subject-matter of logic is knowledge-or-truth 

I. Logic* is distinguished from the special sciences, and is 
philosophy, in virtue of the concreteness of its subject-matter and 
the consequent reflective and critical nature of its method. 

I will try to elucidate this statement, begiiming with the subject- 
matter of logic. And in doing so, I shall disregard an objection 
which wiU probably be made. The subject-matter and method in 
philosophy, it may be said, are so intimately connected, that it is 
wrong to attempt to treat them separately at all. For indeed each 
in a sense essentially determines the other. The subject-matter, on 

^ Cf. Descartes, Reg. V. Exp., ed. Adam and Tannery, vol. x, p. 380. 

® See above, p. 5. 
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the one hand, dictates the method; because it is neither simple 
(one, without variety) nor composite (one, by the colligation of a 
variety of constituents) but concrete, it can only be understood 
if studied in a certain way. Nothing but reflective and critical 
analysis can unlock the secrets of its being, can reveal it as it 
really is. On the other hand, the method contributes to make the 
subject-matter what it really is ; because the speculative investiga- 
tion is reflective and criticd, its subject-matter is concrete. For, 
in philosophy at all events, the subject-matter can only mean that 
which emerges, and constitutes itself, in the speculative movement ; 
its real being is self-revealing, its esse is inteUigi. 

In this objection there is, as I hope to diow later, a substantial 
element of truth.' Nevertheless I propose to disregard it, and 
to discuss the subject-matter of logic first and then its method; 
remembering only that my account of the former will have to be 
supplemented and perhaps corrected by my account of the latter. 

2. In calling the subject-matter of logic concrete, I am contrast- 
ing the kind of facts with which all philosophical and therefore all 
logical speculation is concerned, and the kind of facts that are 
studied in the special sciences. The facts which constitute the 
subject-matter of any special science presuppose a division between 
object and subject of experience. They are abstracted objects of 
cognizance, objects cut off from the knowing or other experiencing 
of them: But the facts which constitute the subject-matter of logic 
(or, for that matter, of any philosophical study) are neither 
abstracted objects of experience nor abstracted subjects (subjective 
states, processes, or activities). They are concrete or spiritual 
facts, totalities, so to say, or unities, underlying and overriding the 
division between, for example, what is known and the knowing of 
it ; what is willed and the willing of it ; or generally what is object 
of experience and the experiencing of it. ' 

In view of the common use of the antithetical terms ‘abstract’ 
and ‘concrete’, it may seem at best a mere paradox to speak of the 
concreteness of the subject-matter of logic. And, apart from this 
question of terminology, these totalities, with which logic is sup- 
posed to be concerned, these spiritual facts which underlie and 
override the facts of the special sciences, require further explana- 
tion. 

(«) On the terminological question not much need be said. 
According to the commonest use of the antithesis, thought or 

* Cf. below, pp. 15-16 and 51-61. 
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theory, all specTilative thinking and knowing, scientific and 
philosophical alike, is always abstract and occupied with abstrac- 
tions. Only that is concrete which is part and parcel of the 
present experience of some sentient being, that which is present 
in sense or feeling, my experiences, as I live them, this or that 
'Erlebnis’ in its imique actuality in the temporal flow. This is 
the contrast which is obviously assumed in a famous passage of 
Bradley’s.* The whole point of that passionate protest hes in the 
assumption that thought or theory dissects and mutilates the 
‘ concrete facts of hfe ’ and substitutes for their full-blooded reality 
a dreary tissue of abstractions. 

'. . . the sensuous curtain is a deception and a cheat, if it hides some 
colourless movement of atoms, some spectral woof of impalpable abstrac- 
tions, or unearthly ballet of bloodless categories. . . . Our principles 
may be true, but they are not reality. They no more make that Whole 
which commands our devotion, than some shredded dissection of human 
tatters is that warm and breathing beauty of flesh which our hearts 
foimd delightful.' 

Now of course I am not suggesting that the subject-matter of 
logic, or the facts with which the logician is concerned, are concrete 
in this sense — Cleaves, so to say, of ‘the golden tree of life’, or 
sections and constituents of ‘the moving show’. The common use 
of the antithesis to which I have been referring rests upon certain 
views of thought and of reality — ^antediluvian views which nobody 
has done more to discredit than Bradley himself. It would not 
be very difficult to show — ^using for the purpose Bradley’s own 
criticisms — ^that concreteness, in this common usage, is a misnomer 
for confused togetherness ; and that the so-called abstractness of 
thought or theory is in fact its determinateness or precision.® But 
no amount of philosophical criticism will remove, from everyday 
language and Hterature, so deeply mgrained a use (or misuse) of 
the terms. And our best course is simply to note it, and to admit 
that the subject-matter of logic is not concrete, nor yet, propprly 
speaking, abstract, when the antithesis is thus apphed. 

The &st is in principle concrete and the second in principle 
‘abstract’; because, whereas the first is relatively complete and 
self-subsistent, the second depends, for the being it is supposed to 
have, upon a condition it is taken to exclude. That condition, 

^ The pyincipUs of Logic, 2nd edit., vol. ii, p. 591 » 

^ Cl, e.g., Nettleship, Philosophical Remains, vol. i, pp. 1 14-15, on the sense in 
which all clear thinking is abstract. 
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ignored or suppressed, but essentially implied in the subject-matter 
of a science, is explicitly recognized as contributing to constitute 
the subject-matter of a philosophical study. 

The facts of number and figure, and the facts of nature (the 
mathematical and physical facts, let us call them for short) are 
assumed by the sciences which study them to be what they are 
in independence of any experiencing (perception or thought) of 
them, and to involve no thought, no spiritual activity of any kind, 
in their constitution. As subjects of mathematical and physical 
study, they are taken to be cut off from all activities of mind. They 
are taken by the men of science to form self-contained systems or 
domains, which thought may be said to posit or to recognize, but 
only to posit or recognize as closed to, as excluding and excluded 
by, thought itself. In a word, they have their being and reality, 
their existence or subsistence and their nature or character, in 
themselves. Thought plays no part whatever in their constitution, 
neither the thought which posits and studies them, nor thought in 
any sense or of any kind. They stand there, so to speak, fixed and 
self-established, confronting the man of science. It is irrelevant to 
their being, that its independence has been posited by thought ; 
a mere accident to it that, as the science progresses, it gets more 
fully known. 

Now facts thus posited are, in truth, abstractions. And, in 
contrast to them, the facts which form the subject-matter of any 
philosophical study (including logic) are in principle concrete, the 
full or complete totalities, from which the former have been 
split off. 

For thought is not only included within the entirety of things: 
not only something that occurs here and there, in patches (so to 
say) within the universe: not only the occasional activity of this 
or iliat thinker — ^the exercise of a function peculiar to certain 
individuals specially endowed or 'qualified’ (as Alexander would 
say), the members of a privileged group of beings within the whole. 
So much, of course, even the special sciences and even a materialist 
,or a realist philosophy would readily adnait. But thought — ^to put 
^it roughly and, for the present, dogmatically — ^is a power of the 
'universe, a power rooted in the very nature of things; a spiritual 
i force or energy which pervades, penetrates, and at least contributes 
fto constitute the universe itself, both as a whole and in its detail. 
Nothing, I am suggesting, therefore, can be what the facts of the 
mathematical and physical sciences are posited as being. So to 
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posit them — ^to take them as though they were in no sense related 
to, or constituted by, thought — ^is to omit a relevant and essential 
condition of their being. They are, i.e. as they are posited, in some 
degree unreal — ^in some degree shorn of their full being, mutilated 
results of inadequate conception, abstractions. 

On the other hand, the philosopher (or the logician) expressly 
recognizes, and includes, in the conception of his subject-matter, 
its relation to thought, and the part thought plays in its constitu- 
tion. And, in virtue precisely of that recognition, the facts he 
‘takes’ to study (philosophical or logical facts, I will call them in 
future for short) may bq said to be concrete in contrast to the 
mathematical and physical facts — ^to be (relatively and by con- 
trast to the latter) complete and self-subsistent. 

There is a passage in T. H. Green’s posthumous lectures on logic* 
which expresses this contrast very simply and clearly. 

‘AH thought’, he says, ‘must be conscious . . . but need not imply 
reflection on itself as thought. In ordinary knowledge there is no such 
reflection. Hence ordinary men are quite imaware of any activity of 
thought having contributed to constitute the things of which they have 
experience. When it comes to scientific inquiry they know they are 
thinkmg, but, from the preconceived idea that thought has contributed 
nothing to the constitution of the things thought about, they give a 
wrong account to themselves of what their scientific thought consists 
m, and regard it as mere methodic reception (suppose that the mind in 
scientific thought, as in ordinary experience, is merely receptive, but 
more methodically receptive).’ 

But, though the subject-matter of logic and all logical facts are 
in this sense concrete in principle, and the physical and mathe- 
matical facts, in principle, abstractions from them, logic, in yet 
another application of the antithesis, is the most abstract of 
philosophical studies and its subject-matter the barest skeleton of 
that Whole which (in Bradley’s phrase) ‘commands [the philo- 
sopher’s] devotion’, i.e. that concrete (or spiritual) reality with 
which philosophy is concerned. As contrasted with those concrete 
spiritual facts — ^those manifestations to, and embodiments of, 
mind — ^which form the subject-matters of (let us say) the philo- 
sophy of art, of conduct, of religion, the subject-matter of logic is 
‘a woof of impalpable abstractions’, and ‘logical’ facts constitute 
‘a system of bloodless categories’. 

‘Impalpable’ and ‘bloodless’, it is true, are misleading epithets. 

^ WoYk$, vol. ii, p. 194. 
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For no philosophical fact is palpable if we are to press the literal 
(the sensuous) meaning of the term ; and the categories, which are 
the facts of logic, convey (if we are to use these physiological 
metaphors) the life-blood of the Whole. Nevertheless, it is the 
business and the privilege of the logician to search out the universal 
conditions without which nothing can be or be known at all; to j 
trace the bare and abstract structure, the structural principles or 
forms, of intelligibility and intelligence in one. His work is thus to 
explore the basal conditions of all being and knowing ; not to study 
the rich and varied architecture of the Whole in any of its more 
special developments. 

(&) What, then, are these spiritual (but abstract) facts, with 
which the logician is concerned? These categories, which are the 
structural principles of intelligibihty and intelligence in one, tli ^s e 
fundamental and indispensable conditions of all being and 
knowing? 

At this point, the objection which was brushed aside^ threatens 
to return upon us with its full force. If every philosophical subject- 
matter is concrete in the sense explained, then (it wiU be objected) 
clearly nothing short of the speculative movement, which is the 
science of logic itself, can be an adequate answer to the question 
'What are the facts with which the logician is concerned? ’ For, 
whatever may be the case in science, in logic at any rate (since 
logic is philosophy) there are no fixed and self-established facts. 
Logical facts must clearly be inseparable from the logical specula- 
tion in which they are discovered or emerge — or rather which dis- 
covers them by constituting and establishing them. For a logical 
fact is not an object detached from the thought which posits and 
which studies it. It is not, as the physical and mathematical facts 
axe or are taken to be, an independent entity (or thing-m-itself) 
confronting a merely receptive observer or student. On the con- 
trary, the objector say, a ‘logical fact’, it seems, is a spiritual 
(an intellectual) activity become self-explicit, manifest to, and 
conscious of, itself. For, according to the preceding account, the 
real being of every philosophical fact is a self-revealing: its esse is 
intelligi. And it seems clear that the esse of a logical fact is fieri ; 
its being is an emerging ; it is, in so far as it constitutes, or esta- 
blishes, itself in a speculative movement. In its case, therefore, 
intelligi can only mean explicari or explicitum fieri ; becoming 
known, becoming understood, in that the spiritual activity which 

* Cf. above, p. lo. 
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constitutes the fact is in some sense one ■with the thought which 
studies it; in some sense is, or becomes, manifest to, and conscious 
of, itself ia the medium and at the level of the explicit reflective 
thinking of the logician. Now, even if we accept the objection as 
it stands, even if we concede the full force of all the objector claims : 
there follows no more than what we knew already. Certainly, it is 
impossible, in a preliminary description like the present, to give 
an adequate account of the subject-matter of logic, to explain 
adequately what are the logical facts. For precisely the giving such 
an account constitutes the logician’s end and aim, and is the whole 
of his work. 

But, all this being admitted, something can still be done in 
preparation for an adequate account of that kind. For there are 
certain popular conceptions of the subject-matter of logic; and 
there is a general consensus that certain topics fall somewhere 
within it. {a) Logic, for example, it would commonly be said, is 
the science of thought, of the forms and principles of thought, of 
right thinking or of knowledge; and {b) the logician is concerned 
inter alia with the Laws of Identity, Contradiction, and Excluded 
Middle ; ■with the proposition or judgement ; with proof, reasoning, 
or inference. Now, it should be possible (a) to start ■with one or 
other of these popular conceptions, to show in what respects it 
needs correction or supplementation, and thus to determine the 
region ■within which the adequate account ■will have to move, the 
point at which it will start, and the lines along which it will proceed. 
And it should be possible (b) also to bring out more definitely the 
character of a logical fact, by considering one or more of these 
generally accepted topics and sho^wing in what sense, for example, 
the ‘ law of contradiction ’ or the so-called laws of thought do indeed 
belong to the subject-matter of the science, are indeed ‘logical 
facts’. 

3. The most generally accepted description of logic^ as the 
science of thought, ‘ of the forms and laws of right thinking ’, is apt 
to be misleading. For it at once suggests that logic is concerned 
■with thought, but not with things ; with a subjective faculty of 
thinking and its exercise, in contrast to the objective realities, the 
things and events of the real world, about which we think. And it 
suggests further that logic is concerned ■with thought, but not ■with 
sense or feeling ; with one faculty of cognizance to the exclusion of 
another or others. Now a thought which is opposed to things, a 

^ Cf. above, pp. 8-9. 
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subjective faculty which is contrasted with the objects about which 
it is exercised, cannot possibly be the subject-matter of logic, if 
logic is a philosophical investigation in the sense explained. It 
cannot even be the subject-matter of a special science. For the 
subject-matter of a special science is the abstracted object of 
cognizance, but what is here in question is the abstracted subject 
(subjective faculty) of cognizance; and an entity of that kind (it 
must be insisted, whatever we may be told in text-books of 
psychology) is not a possible object of study in any sense or at all. 

This criticism of the popular description of logic— though I 
believe it to be sound— will hardly carry conviction in the form in 
which I have stated it. Let me try therefore to amplify and 'con- 
firm it. In sa3dng that the popular description suggests an opposi- 
tion between a subjective faculty and the real things about which 
it is exercised, and along with that a further opposition between 
thought and sense, I am referring to the conventional meaning 
which its terms have come to bear. For the terms ‘thought’ and 
‘thinking’ have acquired, in ordinary usage, a fairly definite and 
restricted meaning, presupposing a certain philosophical position. 
That position is pre-Kantian, or even pre-Platonic. And it is rather 
difficult therefore to state it sympathetically and plausibly, though 
everybody (even Kant and Plato) lapses into it at times, and most 
of us acquiesce in it more or less unconsciously, assume it by 
implication, throughout our lives. Broadly, however, it may be 
sketched as follows: 

There is the independent system of reality, the universe of self- 
existent reals; and, amongst these self-existent reals, are living 
and self-conscious organisms, specially privileged members of the 
system, equipped with the faculty of thinking about it and its 
constituents, including themselves. Coming thus, as it were, upon 
a ready-made world, upon a universe of things complete in their 
independent being, and indifferent to any intellectual activities 
which may be exercised about them, thought is of necessity both 
subjective and formal. It is subjective ; i.e. an activity springing 
from and expressing a function of the finite subjects, the individual 
self-conscious organisms which are the only thinking things. 
^Obviously, and on any view, there can be no thought without a 
Ithinker ; but on this view the thinkers, the individual finite sub- 
jjects, are the originative sources (the apxai) of thought. They are, 
so to say, the sufficient causes (not merely a conditio sine qua non) 
of thought; it is their special function and prerogative, their 

4746 c 
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spontaneous act. And it is formal; i.e. an activity of arranging 
(distinguisliing, connecting) a material which it requires but cannot 
originate, a material which it must find presented or given to it. 
It is, in short, a function of the thinker which presupposes for 
its exercise another faculty in him, a faculty of receiving data 
(feelings, impressions, sensations) to be arranged (distinguished, 
connected).^ 

Now, if the preceding accoimt of logic as a philosophical 
investigation is sound, it cannot be right to identify its subject- 
matter vdth thought so understood. The study of a faculty of 
thought, an intellect, thus subjective and formal, could not possibly 
enable the logician ‘to trace the structural principles of intelligi- 
bility and intelligence m one', to exhibit those ‘categorical forms’ 
which are ‘the fundamental conditions of all being and knowing’.® 

The common description of logic as the science of thought is 
unsatisfactory. Thought, thinking, &c., have acquired a restricted 
meaning in current usage; and the description therefore tends 
to comnait us to two assumptions. We tend to assume (i) that 
thought is subjective, i.e. a faculty of the finite self-conscious 
subject or subjects contrasted with the things and events of the 
real world, the objects or objective realities about which the subject 
thinks; and ( 2 ) that thought is formal, i.e. a faculty by which the 
thinker forms certain materials, or arranges certain daia, which are 
presented to him, and received by his sense or feeling, i.e. by a 
second faculty independent of, and contrasted with, thought. 

In regard to the first of these assmnptions, it is of course true 
that those who describe logic as the science of the principles and 
forms of thought do not as a rule suppose that thought is the 
uniquely singular (the private and peculiar) power of t^ or that 
individual thinker: or at all events they do not mean that the 
Ic^cian is to study it in its uniquely singular character, as the 
function of this and no other subject. On the contrary, it is 
supposed that the intellect, or the faculty of thought, has the same 
nature (a common or rmiversal nature)„ia all thinkers ; and that 
it is with this conunon nature that the logician is concerned. He 

^ This is the view which, for example, Kant habitually takes for granted and 
starts from, e.g. Kritik derreinen Vernunfi^, p. 74 (Berlin ed., vol. iii, p. 74). *Our 
knowledge originates from two basal sources in the Mind. The first of these is the 
faculty of receiving presentations (Receptivity of Impressions) ; the second is the 
faculty of knowing [recognizing] an object through these presentations (Sponta- 
neity of Conceptions).' 

^ Cf. above, p. 15, 
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studies thought, a faculty subjective in the sense that it inheres in 
the individual subjects; and studies it in so far as it functions (or 
can, and ought to, function) uniformly, viz. in accordance with 
certain laws, the laws of thought. To think, in what for the 
logician is the proper or normal sense, is to arrange data in forms, 
and on principles, dictated by the very nature of the intellect — ^to 
realize or exercise the faculty of thought as such, not as mine-not- 
yours or as mine-not-his. 

But the supposed common or universal faculty of thought is 
still subjective and formal; and it clearly will not do to describe 
logic as the science of thought, if, as I have been urging hitherto, 
the business of the logician is ‘to trace the structural principles 
of intelligibility and intelligence in one’. For while, perhaps, it is 
necessary that the natural functioning of this common or universal 
faculty of thought, its exercise in conformity to its own laws, the 
laws of thought, should be valid, there is no necessity that it should 
be true. Its exercise is not necessarily knowledge, does not 
necessarily achieve or embody truth. If in the exercise of it, if by 
thinking, anything becomes intelligible, is known, made evident 
as truth, this is due in part to the character of the data (or 
materials) on which it is exercised, which it forms or arranges. 
And ex hypothesi the data or materials are presented -to the 
thinker by another faculty, a faculty contrasted vith thought, and 
therefore assumed on this view to be excluded from the subject- 
matter of logic. 

There is a more fundamental objection to this description of 
logic. For what right have we to assume that thought is subjective 
and formal — ^that thought so conceived exists, or is a possible 
subject of study at all? 

Nothing less, it seems to me, could justify these assumptions, 
or, as is more likely, could refute them, than a critical analysis of 
cognizant experience as a whole, of knowledge. And by knowledge 
or cognizant experience as a whole, I mean the concrete total fact 
of which the experiencing and what is experienced, or the knowing 
and the known, are not constituents, but inseparable (though 
distinguishable) ‘sides’ or ‘moments’. 

Nothing less than philosophical reflection upon the whole 
situation — ^upon, for example, the concrete fact which would be 
called this perception of fact or the demonstration of truth — («) on 
the one hand could determine the character of what is perceived 
or demonstrated of the facts or truths which are commonly called 
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the objects perceived or ‘the realities known’ ; or (b) on the other 
hand could determine (if anything could determine) the character 
of the knowing subject, the character of the faculties or powers by 
which (as is commonly said) he perceives or reasons. 

Such an analysis, I venture to think, is essentially logical, i.e. 
the work of the logician as such and of nobody else. And it is an 
analysis not of thought alone in contrast to sense, not of thought 
as a formal faculty, nor of thought apart from the reality which 
thought (whether alone, or with the co-operation of sense) en- 
deavours to know, i.e. not of thought as a subjective faculty. 
Except through, and on the ground of, such an analysis, we have 
no right to take for granted either (i) that what is perceived, 
or otherwise known, is resoluble into a matter or a form, into 
elements and relations, or into data and modes of their arrange- 
ment; or (ii) that the part played by the knowing subject is, by 
the spontaneous activity 'of his thinking, to arrange a material he 
passively receives by sense or feeling. 

To avoid committing ourselves at the start to these tmgrounded 
and at least doubtful assumptions, it would be better therefore to 
describe logic as the science not of thought but of knowledge. For 
(a) knowledge does not (Mke thought) carry with it, in ordinary 
usage, any contrast with sense, or suggest the exclusion of any 
form or part of cognizant experience (of, for example, sensation or 
perception) from the purview of the logician ; and (6) it may, not 
unnaturally, be used to cover the concrete whole, the ‘total fact’ 
(the total cognizant situation), within which the opposition be- 
tween subject and object arises and exists.^ 

It is better then to describe logic as the science of the laws and 
forms, not of thought, but of knowledge ; and best of all, I have 
now to add (in order to rule out ah initio a not improbable mis- 
understanding), to couple knowledge and truth together, and to 
speak of logic as the science of knowledge-or-truth. For truth is 
reality disclosed or evidencing itself to naind (i.e. to mind as such — 
to my, your, his, or any mind), and thus designates the same 
concrete or spiritueil fact as knowledge, in the sense in which I 
propose to use the latter term; designates it, however, so as to 

^ Cl R. L, Netdeship, Philosophical Lectures and Remains, vol. i, p. 125: *To 
study the theory of knowledge should mean, accordingly, to realize gradually 
what the fact called knowledge means. The use of language ; discovery, observa- 
tion, experimentation; reasoning, judging, proof; force, space, time; causation, 
subject, object — ^these are all facts, parts (to speak roughly) of the great fact 
called knowledge/ t 
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emphasize the objective side of the concrete fact, which in our 
common use of ‘knowledge’ tends to be ignored or merely implied. 
If we speak of truth, we think primarily of the evident or manifest 
to sense and reason, of the intuitable and intelligible. When, on 
the other hand, we speak of knowledge, we think primarily of the 
functions or acts of mind involved in the evidence or manifesta- 
tion, of insight, intuition, intellection, demonstration. Hence, by 
coupling truth with knowledge, and describing the subject-matter 
of logic as the fundamental and indispensable conditions of 
knowledge-or-truth, we can safeguard ourselves against the mis- 
leading suggestions of either term when used alone.* 

4. It wdl help to elucidate and confirm this description if I 
apply it to determine the sense in which certain familiar topics 
belong to the subject-matter of logic, are logical facts. Amongst 
these topics which, by general consensus, fall somewhere within 
the subject-matter of logic are the so-called ‘Laws of Thought’ 
(the Principles, for example, of Identity, Contradiction, and 
Excluded Middle).* In what sense are these logical facts ? How 
are they to be conceived so as to fit within the subject-matter 
of logic, so as to belong unambiguously to knowledge-or-truth? 
In what sense are they proper parts or factors constituting that 
concrete reality, that total fact, with which the logician is 
concerned ? 

The Laws of Thought. Aristotle* enumerates certain problems 
which, as he thinks, should form the first subjects of discussion in 
metaphysics, that is, in the speculative study of ‘ Being as such and 
its essential attributes’ (or of ‘the first causes and principles of 
Being or Reality as a whole ’) to which he gives the names of ‘ First 
Philosophy’ or ‘Wisdom’ or (in two passages only) ‘Theology’.'* 
The second of these problems* concerns the ‘first principles’ or 
‘ axioms ’ of demonstration — ^the dmSeucrucal dpx<u (or, in loos'* 7» 
arvhXoyurriKal ipxo^> ill® d^uapuira or KOival 8o|oi Sv dwavres 
Seua/vovaaf (‘the axioms or “common notions’’ which all men pre- 
suppose as the basis of their demonstrations’). Do these axioms, 
these principles, in accordance with which every inference must 
be drawn, and whose truth is the ultimate warrant of every sound 

^ The serious difficulties in this description — e.g. the inclusion under 'know- 
ledge-or-truth* of *error-or-falsity' — ^must be left at present without discussion. 
I shflll attempt to deal with the chief of them in Studies II and III. 

* Cf. above, p. i6. ^ Metaph, B. 

^ wpcSny ao^ta: or (1026a 19, 1064b 3) $€oXoyiicf. 

s Cl 995h6-io and 996h 26-997* 15. 
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illation — ^the Principles, for example, of Excluded Middle and of 
Contradiction and any others there may be of the same basal 
character — do they fall within the domain of ‘First Philosophy’ ? 

Aristotle discusses this problem in Metaphysics F, and answers it 
in the affirmative. The Principles of Contradiction and Excluded 
Middle, the principles that ‘the same thing cannot both be and 
not-be in the same respect' and that ‘every predicate must be 
either affirmed or denied of any given subject’* — are basal prin- 
ciples of demonstration because they are basal ontological laws. 
They are the most assured and stable laws of that fact, that 
reality, which ‘First Philosophy’ has to study.® The Principle of 
Contradiction is the most assured and stable law of all, since it 
formulates a condition which must be satisfied if an3d:hing is to be 
in any sense and at all, and it must be known (or must in some way 
be possessed by the mind) if one is to know anything.® And the 
Principle of Excluded Middle foEows at once from the definitions 
of ‘the true’ and ‘the false’ — ^i.e. from the fimdamental condition 
imder which alone what is (and what therefore is determined by 
the Principle of Contradiction) can be adequately expressed in 
judgement. If an3d;hing is in any sense and at aU, it must be itseh 
(Principle of Identity) and not itseE and also other than itself 
(Principle of Contradiction) ; and if an3rthing which is, is to be 
adequately expressed in ju^ement, so that there is to be a true 
assertion, and a truth asserted, it must be either this or not this, 
imambiguously possess or not-possess whatever may be offered as 
its character (proposed as a predicate of it in a judgement).'^ 

The axioms of demonstration, then (the so-caEed ‘Laws of 
Thought’), are, in Aristotle’s view, basal ontological laws — defini- 
tions of ‘what is’ in respect to the primary or minimun}, conditions 
of its ‘being’; and therefore also basal principles controlling aU 
judgement and demonstration, conditions under which alone these 
can yield knowledge or be true. 

On this interpretation of the so-caEed ‘Laws of Thought’, are 
they logical facts, do they belong to the subject-matter of logic as 
I have described it? The answer to such a question is neither 

* SMvarov a/ia elvtu, Koi etvai (996'’ 30) = to a&ri a/ia ivdpxeiv rt teal 
dSift'OTOw t4> odr^i Kal jcard t<5 outA ktA. (loos'* 19). avayKotov ^ ^vtu, ^ iaro^avm. 
(996'* 29) = avdyKTj ^ ^>ax<u ^ diro^dviu ev koB" evAs onoSv (ion* 24) = ovSe ftera^ 
ayru^ojaaas €i'Se;^iu e&ai (lOII* 23). 

* jT loos'* 8— II (ris fte^aundTos dpxAs roO vpay/iaros) ■ 

® r loos'* 11—17 {P^Paiord-n) dpy^ •aoximv . . .rpt . . . axayKoSm ^«v rdi* AnoSv (vyiA^a 
Twv ovrasv icrX.).- * Cf. Metaph. F lOll** 23-9. 
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simply 'Yes’, nor simply ‘No’. ‘Yes,’ we might say, ‘subject to 
a reservation.’ But this reservation cuts so deep that, strictly 
considered, the answer must be ‘No’. For Aristotle’s conception 
of these axioms of demonstration presupposes precisely that 
division which the logician must, not make or accept. It pre- 
supposes a realm of Being-as-such, and (supervening upon it in its 
finished completeness) our intellectual powers of judgement and 
inference. The latter, no doubt, if they are to yield knowledge 
or attain truth, must operate in conformity to principles which 
formulate the barest, and most general, structural conditions of 
the former. The laws which control our thought in its pursuit of 
knowledge are dictated to it by the formal structural character 
of the independent reals it seeks to know. But still there is, and 
remains, a fundamental division ; and the dependence is one-sided. 
There is a realm of independent entities determined by ontological 
laws, a reality which thought in no way conditions or helps to 
constitute; and there is a power of thought, rooted in, and exer- 
cised by, some amongst these entities, viz. the finite individual 
minds, and dependent in some (not in aU) of its operations upon 
the ontological laws. 

The status (so to call it) of these laws, or, rather, of the ‘knowledge’ 
or ‘truth’ which thought aims at achieving and cannot achieve 
unless at least it obeys them, is, throughout Aristotle’s philosophy, 
ambiguous. There are passages which seem to say unequivocally 
that true judgement and the demonstrations in, and through, which 
alone we know are mental activities and products, realizations of 
psychical powers, of functions, aptitudes, and habits of mind ; that 
truth and knowledge are representations, reproductions in the 
medium of thought, of a world of facts (rd wpay/LioTo) complete 
without them. Truth and knowledge (the judgements and demon- 
strations of science) are conceived as ‘replicas’ or analogues of 
the real substances with their real qualities and relations. The 
analogues are conditioned, no doubt, by the originals to which they 
correspond, and adjusted to them ; but they do not in any sense 
or degree contribute to constitute the latter. The analogues are 
mental — ^i.e. constructed by the mind and existing in the mind, 
made by thought and consisting of thoughts.* 

On the other hand, some of Aristotle’s statements seem to imply 

* Cf. Aristotle’s theory of the Aoyoff aTro^avrt^Kos (below. Study III, §13.2) and one 
side at any rate of his account of demonstrative knowledge in Post, Anal, Also 
his treatment (in N, E, vi and elsewhere) of as a &c. 
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a very different conception of the status of truth and knowledge. 
To be completely real (he seems to assume with Plato)* is 'to be 
completely known ; or at least the reality of an57thing is its definable 
being, its form (elSos) is its essential nature (its to ri ^ elvot). If 
one pressed to the ftill the implications (a) of Aristotle’s treatment 
of definition in Post. Anal. B and in Metaph. Z and H ) ; (6) of 
his occasional statements concerning the eternal and necessaiy 
cohesions and severances between things (essential natures) and 
their Propria f and («) of his conception of the oneness of thought 
and its object in the most perfect form and degree of knowledge 
(in voijcri? or dewprjriitq enaTqp.ri ^) — one would reach a conception 
of knowledge-or-truth akin to that which I have been tr3dng to 
suggest. The fact itself (to wpay/to) wpuld be completely itself, 
would be genuinely fact, only in that expression (m that imfolding 
and re-integration) which is accomplished in the definitions, the 
commensurate judgements, and the demonstrations of science. 
Truth (t) aXriSem, to aXyjSes. to d>s aX'qdes ov) would be neither a state 
(or an activity) of our intelligence ; nor a structure made by thought, 
and out of thoughts, to correspond to the real relations of certain 
extra-mental substances and quahties — ^it would be the facts dis- 
closing themselves to mind, and being facts (having their reality as 
facts) only in the disclosure. And the so-called ‘ Laws of Thought ’ 
would be, not principles dictated to om: subjective faculty of 
thinking by the basal conditions of a self-existent world (by 
‘ontological’ laws), hut genuine laws of knowledge in the total or 
concrete sense. They would formulate the barest and most indis- 
pensable characters of reality in the form oftneth. I do not suggest 
that Aristotle himself explicitly, still less consistently, maintains 
a view of this kind. He comes nearest to it, perhaps, in his doctrine 
of the infallible votjots- tS>v dcrwdercav, the intellectual intuition of 
the simple or incomposite reals which, if (or when) it occurs, is 
eo ipso true or truth. I am reluctant to enter into any exposition 
of this doctrine at present, since it will be necessary to examine 
the conceptions of an immediate intellectual apprehension and of 
a truth which excludes the possibility of error, in some detail 
later.'* But a brief digression on Aristotle’s account of to d>s aXr]d€s 
w and TO ov MS ^evBos in Metaph. E 4 and 0 10 is forced upon me, 
because the view I am taking of it disagrees •with the interpretation 

* TO rrayre^ws ov rravreXw^ yvctiorov. Rep. 477A. 

* Cf., e.g,, Metaph. B 1051^ 9-17, * Cf., e.g*, De anima 430* 3-5. 

^ Cl below. Study II, § ii (pp. 152 ff.) ; and Study III, § 15. 
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of one of the best living exponents of Aristotle. Sir David Ross— 
in his edition of the Metaphysics— ixedAs the doctrines of a ‘ truth 
of which the opposite is not error but sheer nescience, as ‘ absurd 
and denies that Aristotle can have meant to advocate it.^ 

In E 4 Aristotle says : ‘ The false and the true are not determined 
by (do not depend upon) the facts— it is not the case, for example, 
that “the good" is eo ipso true and “the bad" eo ipso false — ^but 
by (upon) thought. And with regard to the simple reals— i.e. the 
essential natures— truth does not depend upon, is not determined 
by, thought either.’* In the first part of this passage, Aristotle 
denies that things, apart from all relation to thought, are as such 
(in themselves) true or false. And, consistently with this denial, 
he goes on* to dismiss from metaphysics (i.e. from the study of TO 
ov ^ ov) the consideration of to cos dAij^es ov. Reality in the form 
of truth, that which is in the sense of is true, is no part of the meta- 
physician’s subject-matter, because its cause is Siavoias n vddos. 

But what are we to make of the reservation with regard to 
Ttt orrAa /cdt rd ri icrriv ? ‘Truth in regard to them’, Aristotle says, 
‘ is not determined by thought either (ouS’ h> Sioyoiq.).’ According to 
Ross, this cryptic statement is equivalent to a denial that, in regard 
to these simple reals, there can be truth at all. 

‘ That which could not possibly be false’, Ross says,* ‘ cannot without 
tautology, and therefore absurdity, be said to be true, just as “true 
knowledge" is an absurd expression because there could not be false 
knowledge. But instead of saying this he [sc. Aristotle] says that truth 
in another than the ordinary sense is possible with regard to incomposites. 
The fault, however, is only in the expression ; the distinction is probably 
clear enough in his mind.’ 

Now I submit that Aristotle’s own statements are the only safe 
clue to what was in his mind. And what Aristotle says here and 
in other passages (notably in & 10. 1051** 22-1052® 4 and in the 
De Anima) makes it clear that what to his editor is tautologous 
and therefore absurd, is to Aristotle a significant and important 
doctrine. The simple or mcomposite reals are, on Aristotle’s view, 
the only absolute and perfect reals. They are facts which are 
through and through and perfectly intelligible, either because they 

i 

* Cf. Ross, Ayistoth's Metaphysics, vol. i, p. 365 (Notes on io27’» 27 and 28) and 
vol. ii, pp. 275-6 (Note on 1051^ 17-1052* 4). 

* Metaph. 1027^ 25: ov ydp icm to tpevhos /cat to aX'tjQh iv rots irpdyjxaaLv, otov to 
fih dyaOov dXrjdis, to Sc Ka#c<Jv evOv iftedBos, oAA’ iv Stavotgt • ^epl Sc Ta dirAa /cat rd rC 
ioriv odS* iv ^tavoltjp. 

® 1027** 29-1028* 4. 


^ Vol. ii, p. 275. 
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are forms -without matter, sheer actualities -without any residue of 
unrealized potentiality (like, for example, God) ; or because, being 
the essential nature of the substances that are composite of form 
and matter, they constitute in them all that is intelligible or 
definable, i.e. aU that is genuinely real. The only possible appre- 
hension, Aristotle maintains, of these perfectly intelligible, and 
therefore supremely real, simple facts is an intellectual act which, 
if it takes place at all, must be true, because, in such an act, 
thought is in contact -with (i.e. is immediately and undi-videdly 
‘one' or continuous -with) the indi-visible whole which is its object. 
To apprehend a simple fact or real at all is to apprehend it whole 
and wholly ; no partial apprehension and no misapprehension — ^no 
error and no falsity — ^are possible. The only alternative is sheer 
nescience (oyrota), a blank withm the faculty of intellectual appre- 
hension, a gap in t6 voijtikov.* 

The inteUection or affirmation of a simple real, therefore (the 
vorjats or <l>d(ns rwv airXuiv or raiv dcewBercov), is true in a totally 
different sense from that in which a silent or spoken judgement (a 
Soia or act of hiayoia, or a K&rMjxuns or dmo^cfis) is true. A judge- 
ment is true, if it coimects or separates thoughts in accordance 
-with the real junctions and severances of the elements of a complex 
fact: and its truth is opposed to a possible misconnexion or mis- 
separation, i.e. to various degrees of falsity and error. But the 
intellectual act (the voijo-w or ^o-is), which apprehends or affirms a 
simple real, is true in the sense of infallible: its occurrence is the 
self-manifestation of fact, its very being is truth.* When Ross says 
that ‘true knowledge is an absurd expression' — ^that it is tauto- 
logous and therefore absurd to affirm that knowledge is true, he is 
using the term ‘true’ as the opposite of ‘false’. The very meaning of 
knowledge is a cognizance or a thought which is true not false. 
But it would clearly be no less absurd to deny that knowledge was 
true. For, indeed, knowledge is truth: truth is its essence. 

In this passage, then, if I understand it rightly, Aristotle 
maintains that there are acts of conceptual apprehension, of 
intellectual intuition, which must be sharply distinguished from 
discursive thought or judgement. An act of intellectual intuition 
he calls v&rjms'- and the discursive acti-vity of thinking he calls 
Sidvoia. In an act of intellectual intuition, in a v6r]avs, we have a 
single indi-visible actuality, the very being of which is truth. What 

* Cf. 1052* 2-4. 

* Cf. Metaph * ® 1051'’ 22--1052* 4; De anima , e.g. 43o’» 27-31. ^ 
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is true, in this case, is one whole : and the whole is simple, i.e. ineom- 
posite. If we speak of it as a fact (Trpayfxa), it is, we must remember, 
a fact, the very occurrence and being of which is a bdng-apprehended, 
a being-thought, or being-known. And if we speak of it as a ‘ thought ’ 
or 'thinking', we must remember that it is not Sidvoid but voijots: 
i.e. not an activity by which the intellect separates or connects its 
thoughts so as to represent the distinguishable elements, and their 
relation within a complex real, but an indivisible act by which it 
‘makes contact’, and 'becomes one’, with the indivisible real 
which it ‘ thinks ’ — ^so that the latter is whole, and wholly absorbed, 
in the 'thinking’.* 


§ 4. The method of logic is reflective and critical analysis 

Having described in outline the subject-matter of logic — and 
having explained the terms employed in the description — have 
now to explain and justify what I said of its method: that the 
method of logic, because of the concreteness of its subject-matter, 
is the method distinctive of aU philosophical explanation: viz. 
reflective and critical analysis. 

A. In what sense is logic an analysis of knowledge-or-trufh? 

I . ‘Analysis’ is a popular term somewhat mdiscriminately applied 
to various intellectual procedures whereby — ^in everyday life and 
in scientific investigations — a subject is elucidated. Is there any 
single principle underlying these various applications? Is it 
possible, by examining some examples of its common use, to find 
and formulate an imambiguous central meaning for the term? 
And, if so, can it then be shown that Analysis (thus imderstood, 
but with the qualification ‘reflective and critical’) properly applies 
to the method of logic ? It seems worth while to make the attempt. 
Let us consider therefore the following examples. 

In a practical perplexity, enlightenment is sought by an analysis 
of the situation ; and we expect to understand an unusual occur- 
rence by an analysis of the conditions of its happening. The 
geometer explains a figure by analysing it into its spatial elements 
and their relations ; or by a more ultimate analysis which enables 
him to view it as the result of a construction in accordance with 
a constitutive equation. In the ‘analytical’ or ‘co-ordinate’ 

* Cl, e.g., Metaph. & losi'* 22: ^ cStwrep oOSc to aXridks im toijtojv to outo, ovnas 
oiBk to clvat, oAA* kcm , , ,r 6 fihf diy€iv teal ^dvai aXvjdis . . to 8* dyvo€tv fiij Biyydvetv, 
1052* I TO 8* aXrjdks voetv ravra • r 6 8 k tpevZos oix lortv, ouSe drrdn), oAA* dyvota ktA, 
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geometry of Descartes, for example, the intuitable spatial form 
(the curve, say, which we perceive or imagine) is explained by an 
analysis which substitutes for it an algebraical formula expressing 
the law of its generation. For, since the position of any point in a 
plane can be uniquely determined by its distance from two inter- 
secting axes in that plane (its distance along lines parallel to those 
axes), it is possible (as Descartes showed) to express in an alge- 
braical formula (a constitutive equation) a law prescribing the suc- 
cessive positions through which a given point must flow if it is to 
generate any required intuitable line. The intuitable line is thus 
explained by analysis — ^i.e. by resolution into points (or successive 
positions of a point) each of which is uniquely determinable by the 
application of a single principle. 

A motion, again, is explained by analysis into simple components 
— as the composition, for example, of the two (or more) simple 
motions which would have resulted from the operation of two 
(or more) precisely definable (calculable) forces. Or the chemist 
explains water and sulphuric acid by analysing them into such- 
and-such elements, combined in such-and-such proportionate 
amounts. 

Along with this popular and somewhat indiscriminate use of the 
term ‘analysis’ there goes an equally popular and indiscriminate 
use of the complementary term ‘synthesis’ or its synonyms. Full 
enlightenment in our practical perplexity demands a synthesis (or 
is it a re-synthesis ?) as well as an analysis ; we have to construct 
(or is it to re-construct or re-constitute ?) the situation out of the 
elements we have reached by analysing. We have to sum or put 
together the conditions of the complex occurrence. The geometrical 
figure must be constructed in imagination by a synthesis (or a 
re-synthesis) of its spatial elements — so that they are viewed in 
their relations, and the intuitable individuality of the figure (its 
uniquely (Characteristic diape) is restored. The curve must be 
generated by an imaginative construction — by a re-synthesis of 
the points (or the positions) which have been sever^y defined 
(uniquely determined) in accordance with the constitutive equa- 
tion — so that the successive and discrete positions become a flow, 
a continuous path with a uniquely individual intuitable character. 

A similar reversal of the analytic procedure — a. constructive or 
re-constructive procedure, a symthesis or re-symthesis — ^is expressed 
or implied in the other examples. If, for example, the motion of 
the earth round the sun is to be e:!q)lained, we have to regard it as 
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though it were the joint (but single) effect of the two simple forces 
which our analysis has led us to postulate; we have to re-compose 
in our thought the simple component motions which would have 
been produced by the separate actions of the force of gravity and 
of the force of propulsion ad injinitum onwards in a straight line. 
And the re-composition of these hypothetical components has to 
re-create a motion imaginably single, imaginably circular through- 
out. 

Lastly, the explanation of a compound by chemical analysis has 
to be supplemented — to put it at its lowest — ^by a correspond- 
ing sjmthesis. Water, for example, or sulphuric acid has to be 
conceived — at the very least — ^as the elements (or their atoms) 
re-s3mthesized (combined) in accordance with a determinate struc- 
tural plan, a characteristic scheme of arrangement. It is clearly no 
explanation of water to analyse it into a plurality of hydrogen 
atoms and half as many oxygen atoms. At the very least the 
plurality must be synthesized and ordered. The atoms must be 
conceived, for example, as constituting a mosaic with an individual 
pattern. And the scheme of their grouping — ^the plan of their 
s3mthesis, the pattern of their mosaic — ^is vital to the ‘ explanation ’. 
For apart from it there is nothing (in the chemist’s account) which 
could even pretend to explain the glaring contrast between the 
actions and reactions of the free gases, and the actions and 
reactions of water.’ 

2. The examples I have quoted differ greatly inter se; and the 
list could easily be extended so as to include many more, differing 
at least as much both from one another and from those already 
considered. Nevertheless, it seems, at first sight, a plausible con- 
tention that all these various applications of the term ‘analysis’ 
embody a single principle; all execute in variations the same 
theme. The subject of study is something which is in some sense a 
whole and therefore complex. Because it is complex, it is relatively 
obscure and stands in need of explanation ; and because it is a whole, 
it must in some smse 'contain or consist of parts, i.e. relatively 
simple constituents or factors. In a word, the single principle is 
simplification ; to explain is always to analyse, for to analyse is 
to simplify. In all these examples, it seems, analysis has a central 
and unambiguous meaning; it is the reduction of a relatively 
‘complex’ subject of study to terms which, being simpler or 
simple, are relatively or absolutely self-evident. 

’ Cf. below, pp. 43-4. 



30 THE SUBJECT-MATTER AND METHOD OF LOGIC 

Thus, for example, an extended whole is dissected into its 
constituent parts, into its simpler spatial elements (the lines and 
angles and their quantitative relations) ; or it is resolved into the 
simplest spatial elements, from which it can be generated, and the 
law for its genesis. Or a chemical compound is simplified by reduc- 
tion to the factors which have combmed to constitute it, and the 
law or formula of their combination. Or a motion, which cannot 
otherwise be understood (i.e. assigned to any known force as its 
mathematically calculable effect), is explained as the sum or 
balance of two simple motions — ^which are not (and are not sup- 
posed to be) actually contained within the motion they explain, 
but which are mathematically calculable effects of forces, the laws 
of whose operation are known. Or, lastly, an unusual (and there- 
fore obscure) occurrence is elucidated by being shown to be the 
concluding phase in a single continuous change which (at an earlier 
phase of its duration) can be resolved into a plurality of simple 
(and therefore clearly conceivable) constituent events.* 

But the plausibility of this contention vanishes on examination. 
In what follows I will try to show (i) that the supposed single 
principle is not a principle of explanation at all — ^i.e. explanation 
is not analysis in the sense of simplification. Next (ii) I shall point 
out that the examples which appeared to embody this illusory 
principle do in fact (though very imperfectly) embody a quite 
different intellectual procedure — ^the only procedure which is 
genuinely explanatory. For so far as, in these examples, an37thing 
is indeed elucidated and understood, the explanatory process is 
not an analysis into simples accompanied or followed by a syn- 
thesis ; it is an analysis which is of necessity synthetic. 

3. (i) Explanation is not analysis in (he sense of simplification. 
The single principle, which was supposed to underlie, and to be 
varied in, all our examples, presupposed that whatever is to be 
explained is in some sense a whole and therefore complex. The 

^ Cause and effect, when adequately conceived, differ from logical antecedent 
and consequent (condition and conditioned) not in principle but because the 
logical nexus is displayed in a temporal and perceptible change, from which it 
has to be disentangled and abstracted. It is the logical nexus (the reciprocal 
necessary implication of condition and conditioned) which is the essence of the 
conception of cause and effect (cf. also below, Study II, p. 166). But, short of 
adequate and ultimate analysis, we do commonly apply the term 'cause* to the 
(temporally) preceding phase or stage of a continuous change, and the term 'effect* 
to the (temporally) subsequent or remaining phase or stage. Cf. Bosanquet’s 
treatment of cause as 'one of the incomplete forms of ground* {Logic^, vol. i, 
pp. 25off.). 
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expUcandum (it was further assumed) since it is a whole must in 
some sense consist of parts; and the parts must be (relatively or 
absolutely) simple and therefore (relatively or absolutely) self- 
evident. Hence to analyse the expUcandum is to resolve it into 
constituents which, being simple, are self-evident, and so to 
‘explain’ it.* Now, clearly, it is only imder one assumption (and 
an assumption which does not seem to be warranted by the facts) 
that analysis so understood (viz.— resolution of a complex into 
its simpler or simple elements) could ever seem to be an explana- 
tion. What that assumption is may best be set out by the help of 
two weU-known pronouncements — ^viz. Plato’s assertion in the 
Theaetetus that ‘if anything is a whole, the whole of it must be all 
the parts’,* and Leibniz’s statement, at the beginning of the 
Monadology, that ‘a compound is nothing but a collection or 
aggregate of simple things — ^i.e. things without parts’. 

If we could assume that everything in the universe is either 
simple or a mere togetherness of simples, and that the simple, 
because it is simple, is self-evident: then, under these assumptions, 
there would be a certain plausibility in the view that a method of 
analysis in the sense of simplification is the only genuine, and the 
only possible, method of explanation. But, as I must go on to 
show, even if we were entitled to make these assumptions (and I 
shall urge presently that we are not), the supposed analysis would 
not m fact be an explanation. 

Before proceeding, however, I ought to guard against a mis- 
understanding. Neither Plato nor Leibniz does m fact assume (in 
the sense I am supposmg) that everything in the imiverse is either 
simple or a mere togetherness of simples. The statements I quoted 
from them, interpreted in the bare and unqualified sense I have 
put upon them, do not adequately express their views. 

Bor Plato certainly did not believe that aU wholes are nothing 
but the sums of their parts; nor could he consistently have re- 
garded any mere sum or aggregate as (in any genuine sense) a 
whole. And in the philosophy of Leibniz the simple things are the 
Monads. Now the Monad is without parts in the sense that it is 
not a quantitative sum or an extended whole; but it ‘enfolds 
within itself’ or is potentially an infinite qualitative variety (viz. 
the infinitely graded detail which is ‘the Universe’, i.e. the total 
scale or hierarchy of all the Monads). And though the Monad is 

^ Cf, above, pp. 29-30. 

* Theaetetus 204 a . . . 0^ av J “ro oAov dvdyicij rd ndvra iiipnri etvat. 
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simple, its simplicity is that of a principle of change; for its actual 
being is the unrolling of a series of changing states or conditions of 
itself. Each of these passing states is ‘a many expressed in one’ 
(i.e. a ‘perception’) ; and every change — every passing from per- 
ception to perception — ^is due to ‘the activity of an internal 
principle’ (‘appetition’) in the Monad.^ 

Consider the first of the two assumptions (the second will occupy 
us later) under which alone the supposed principle of explanation 
might seem to be justified. 'Ejvevy'expUcandum, we are to assume, 
is a togetherness — assemblage, collection, aggregate, or sum — of 
simples. Now either (a) the explicandum is genuinely one and 
whole in virtue of this ‘togetherness’ of its constituents. If so, 
the togetherness is essential to its being, distinguishes it from other 
assemblages and from simples which are not together. The to- 
getherness, therefore, is precisely that which needs to be explained. 
Yet since the togetherness is not one of the simple constituents 
which are together, it necessarily eludes the supposed explanatory 
procedure. For that is analysis, i.e. resolution into simple con- 
stituents ; and it cannot explain, but can only disintegrate and ex- 
plain away, the unity and wholeness of the expUcandum it resolves. 
Or (&) the expUcandum is indeed nothing but many simples. Their 
togetherness is illusory; the expUcandum is not really (but only 
appears to be) a whole and one. If so, there is nothing to analyse 
or explain. There is no whole, nothing complex, not even an aggre- 
gate. There is no analysis, for there is nothing to resolve; the 
supposed explanatory procedure is the reiterated assertion of a 
many against an unexplained illusion of unity. There is this and 
this and this: many items, each simple and self-evident per se. 
So much was assumed ab initio. And so much, and no more, is 
reiterated to the end. The assemblage or togetherness of the items 
— ^the unity and wholeness of the supposed expUcandum — are swept 
aside as illusory appearance ; and the fact of the illusion is ignored. 

The supposed principle, then, is not established — even on the 
assumption that every expUcandum is no more than an aggregate 
of simples and that the simple as such is self-evident. And the 
assumptions are imwarranted. For within our experience: {a) 
Nothing is simple, and nothing is, qua simple, self-evident, and 
ip) No whole-of-parts or one-of-many is ever a mere aggregate or 
sum. The whole is always more than all its parts ; the one-of-many 
can never be identified with all its items. 

^ Cf. Monadology^ § 15. 
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As to the first of these assertions — vu. that nothing is simple 
and self-evident — ^this will, I hope, establish itself in the next 
ensuing Logical Study. There (unless I am mistaken) a reasoned 
investigation and discussion will force us to recognize that there 
are no simple elements of reality — or none at least that can be 
experienced or known. There is no minipial constituent — ^no unit 
or atom — of absolute fact, which evidences itself, which is imme- 
diately presented, to sense or thought; there is no primary or 
ultimate datum — ^nothing given and eo ipso guaranteed; there is 
no intuition (whether sensuous or intellectual) which constitutes 
a unity at once of absolute awareness and of absolute fact. 

The second assertion — ^viz. that within our experience no one-of- 
many, or no whole-of-parts, is ever a mere aggregate or sum — requires 
some further explanation and defence ; for it seems to be exposed 
to a very obvious objection. 

The ones-of-many, which we experience, may be arranged on a 
kind of scale. At one extreme of this scale there are genuine 
wholes or unities — e.g. a living organism, a mind. These only the 
most thoughtless person would identify with aggregates or sums. 
And at the other extreme of our imaginary scale there are mere 
aggregates — a heap of stones, a drawerful of papers, a pound of 
tobacco — ^which nobody could mistake for genuine ones or wholes. 

Between these two extremes there fall a variety of debatable 
examples — a suit of clothes, a chemical compound, a crystal — 
which, it might perhaps be argued, are both wholes or imities and 
aggregates or sums, according as they are considered from one or 
the other, equally defensible though partial, point of view. But (and 
this is the objection we are to develop and to meet) if we disregard 
these debatable examples, there are also, m the middle range of 
OTir imaginary scale, some indisputable and undisputed examples 
which must be regarded as aggregates or sums, and yet also as 
genuinely one and whole: e.g. the numbers and the figures whidi 
are the subjects of the mathematician's study. 

The number 7, for example (to take first an example from the 
domain of arithmetic), is on the one hand a mere sum or aggregate. 
It is so many smaller numbers, and in the end so many units, 
added together. That is what is meant when, for example, 7 is 
equated with 6-t-i, or 5-I-2, or i added to i six times in succession. 
Unless 7 were a mere aggregate, the operations of the arithmeti- 
cian could not apply to it. 

And yet, on the other hand, it is genuinely one and whole. It 

474« D 
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is axL individual integer, distinct from all others. It has its 
unique position in the series of integers. It possesses arithmetical 
properties and functions peculiarly its own. Unless 7 were thus 
uniquely individual, many arithmetical judgements, m which it 
is the subject — ^judgements universally accepted as true — ^would 
have no meaning or application. It would no longer be true, for 
example, that 7 and no other number is the square-root of 49. 

Or — ^to take next examples from the objects of geometry— con- 
sider the circle, or again the cube. Each beyond question is 
genuinely one and whole; a uniquely individual type of figure, 
having its own special position in that conceivable graded system, 
which would set out exhaustively, and in order, the possible 
specifications of extended whole (plane surface or solid) . And of 
each, in virtue of its uniquely individual character, certain geo- 
metrical propositions must be affirmed and denied, which can be 
truly affirmed and denied of nothing else. The circle, for example, 
alone among plane figures, is such that the line, which delimits it, 
is at aU points equidistant from a single point within the figure. 
The cube must be — and nothing else can be — contained by sbc 
equal squares. 

And yet each of these extended wholes is the aggregate and 
collocation of lesser extended wholes which are its parts. For the 
circle (or the cube) can be disintegrated in thought at any line (or 
any plane) into constituent parts^mto lesser plane figures (or 
lesser solids). And the ideal division, from which the parts result, 
leaves them unaltered — ^at all events, nothing more than ideal 
aggregation (collocation or juxtaposition in thought) is required 
to reintegrate them and thus to restore their respective wholes. 

Draw in thought a diameter within the circle. You have eo ipso 
effected an ideal separation between two constituent semicircles of 
the whole; for the conceived (ideally drawn) diameter is then- 
juncture and their cleavage. It is the base of either and of both, and 
the boundary excluding each from the other. Start, then, in your 
thought from the two semicircles thus separated by ideal di-vision. 
Bring them once more together by ideal collocation. Appose them 
base to base, or limit to lii33it. You have restored in thought the 
whole you had in thought divided. Once more the two bases or 
limits have become — ^what they were in the original circle — a single 
ideal diameter, which is for both semicircles the line of cleavage 
and of juncture, their common boundary, excluding each from 
the other and confining each -within its proper share of the whole. 
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In general terms, then, the objection may be stated as foEows: 
Amongst the objects of our experience there are genuine wholes 
or ones-of-many, which, nevertheless, can be explained by an 
analysis into simple constituents or parts — e.g. the numbers, 
soEds, and plane figures with which arithmetic and geometry are 
concerned. For these entities, though genuinely whole or mdivi- 
dual, are also undeniably sums or aggregates. 

And to this objection the answer that must be made is this. It 
is true that the whole procedure of the arithmetician or geometer 
presupposes that the numbers and figures, of which the worlds 
or domains of their sciences consist, do in fact combine these two 
characters, presupposes that they are, from one point of view, mere 
aggregates, and yet, from another point of view, individual types, 
wholes, unities. This is the fundamental assmnption (the vnodeais), 
without which these sciences could not come into being or work 
at aE. 

But it does not foEow that there are in omr experience genuine 
wholes which yet are mere aggregates — ^which therefore can be 
adequately explained and understood by an analysis of the kind 
supposed — i.e. an analysis which resolves them into simple con- 
stituents. The two characters — ^wholeness or unity, and being a 
mere aggregate of simple constituents — if each is taken as absolute, 
as rigid and without any quahfying conditions, are incompatible. 
Their combination — ^which arithmetic and geometry take for 
granted, and must take for granted for the limited purposes of 
their investigation — cannot be conceived, i.e. thought out, without 
self-contradiction ; so long, that is, as each is predicated categori- 
cally and unconditionaEy and, so to say, merely side-by-side with 
the other, of the ‘same’ (abstractly the same) subject. 

One must agree, in the main, with the view taken by Aristotle' 
in regard to the limitations under which arithmetic and geometry 
and aE the special sciences necessarily work. The arithmetician, 
for example, is concerned only with a single abstracted character 
or side of things — ^that in them, or of them, in virtue of which they 
can be regarded as one or again as many: their cotmtable or 
numerable aspect. He isolates by definition this feature of the 
facts — abstracts and substantiates it. And so he is led to postulate 

^ Cf. Arist. Metaph. 1077’* i2-io78>‘ 31. The doctrine Aristotle maintains in this 
passage, in regard to the 'assumptions’ made by the special sciences, seems to me 
true in principle and in the main ; though his exposition is too closely bound up 
with his special theory of demonstration, and with some of the more disputable 
of his ‘ metaphysical ’ tenets, to be accepted (without modification) in all its details. 
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a world of sheerly countable entities, i.e. of entities which are 
nothing but the proper subjects and results of arithmetical opera- 
tions, nothing but units and aggregates of units. But the world 
he thus postulates or assumes — ^and the bare units and integers of 
which it consists — are fictions: they are (Hke legal fictions) known 
to be unreal and impossible, but supposed (for a limited and 
definite theoretical purpose) to be (not only possible but) ‘ fact 
They exist (so to speak) and are conceivable only by agreement 
or convention for they have been made by exaggerating a single 
essential moment in the constitution of fact to the suppression of 
a contrasted moment which is no less essential. They are con- 
ceivable only by agreement, not awAco? : i.e. they cannot be thought 
out, for to think them out would mean to reconstitute them 
ah initio — ^to correct the omission in the original wroOems — ^the 
assumption by which the domain of the science was constituted. 
To introduce the eliminated moment ex post facto — ^to admit into 
the context of the science propositions which imply that the sup- 
posed mere sums are somehow and also genuinely individual and 
whole — softens the appearance of paradox, but only at the cost 
of self-contradiction. It is not to conceive — ^to think out — ^the 
combination of these characters (which, taken in isolation, are con- 
flicting, and mutually destructive) in a single intelligible subject. 

But though, in this sense, the arithmetician’s assumption is a 
'fiction’, there is not necessarily any error or falsity in fiis making 
or employment of it. On the contrary: as he makes and uses it, 
his procedure, normally, at all events, is both legitimate and 
necessary. For his purpose is to emphasize one abstracted charac- 
ter of fact ; to study it in isolation, knowing that, so taken, it is 
not any longer fact or character of fact ; and to work out in this 
(the only possible) manner the full implications of the numera- 
bility of things. In so far, however, as he remains true to his initial 
assumption, his explanatory procedure is artificially restricted, and 
his results are fictitious entities of a fictitious world. 

This shows itself in many ways,® one of which we have already 

* Cf. Plato, Rep. 533 c: <5 yap dpx^ phf o p.^ otBe, reXevrif Se Kal rd peraiv cf oi! 

otBev ovfiiriTTXeKTai, rts roiavnjv OfioXoyiav Trork iiriar'qixrjv yevecrdat; 

^ There is a clear and forcible exposure of the inherent limitations and defects 
of * mathematical reasoning' in Bradley, Logic^, vol. ii, pp. 603-7. I quote (from 
p. 604) a few sentences which summarize the ‘ fictitious ’ character of the numerical 
world. 'Arithmetic appears to require the following postulates. Every unit can 
be taken as the integer of an indefinite number of units. Every integer can be 
taken as one among an indefinite number of units in a larger integer. Hence every 
integer is actually contained in a larger integer, and actually contains all its own 
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seen. The explanatory procedure which is employed in arithmetic 
is often supposed to be the proper movement of the intellect as 
such, i.e. a movement of analysis and synthesis. Yet (as we have 
seen) within the area defined by the arithmetician’s vnodems — 
within the domain he postulates taken strictly as his postulate 
defines it — ^there can be nothing to analyse and no determinate 
product of S3mthesis, except by the inconsistent introduction of 
the notion of genuine wholeness and individuality. And, as we 
have also seen, the complex entities of that domain, the supposed 
mere sums, are in fact (even within arithmetic) each the sole 
owner of special properties — and thus by imphcation (and incon- 
sistently) conceived as genuine ones and wholes. 

4 (ii). Our examples imperfectly embody analysis of a different 
kind. Let us now go back to the examples in which the relatively 
complex (and therefore obscure) appeared at first sight to be ex- 
plained by simphfication, i.e. by analysis into simpler or simple 
(and therefore self-evident) constituents. A closer study of them 
will show that in so far as we really explain the practical per- 
plexity, the unusual occurrence, the intuitable curve, the earth’s 
revolution, or the chemical compound, the explanation is not 
merely analysis ; and the analysis, which is contributory to it, is 
not a resolution into simples. 

That the explanatory procedure is not merely analysis was 
virtually admitted in my former description. For, as we saw, there 
was needed, to complete the explanation, an accompanying or a 
subsequent reversal of the analysis — a synthesis, construction, 
composition, combination, or at any rate a re-synthesis or re-con- 
stitution. But there is a suggestio falsi in this way of describing the 
explanatory procedure. For it suggests that first the explicandum 
is pulverized by analysis, reduced to a heap of mutually exclusive 
elements ; and that then the inherently repellent items are reunited 
by s3mthesis. But if indeed our analysis were a pulverization of 
tiiis kind, no synthesis of ours — ^nothing short of a miracle — could 
reunite the grains of dust. 

If our actual procedure, in the examples I have quoted, is to 
elucidate anything or to explain at all, it must embody a very 

smaller units. And every unit can be taken as a unit, and actually is a unit, in 
a special integer, and also in every other possible special integer larger than itself. 
But such a world and its processes cannot possibly, to my mind, have more than 
a relative truth and reality. They hold good, and can be used, that is, only for 
certain purposes and under certain conditions ; and these conditions, or some of 
them, we throughout, as suits our purpose, ignore.' 
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different principle. Instead of being an analysis into simples 
accompanied, or followed, by a synthesis, it must be (from the 
start and throughout) a dual movement — a movement of analysis 
and synthesis in one. Our procedure must be two-edged ; and if 
we are to give it its proper title, we must not be afraid of verbal 
contradiction, but must call it a ‘synthetic analysis’ or an ‘ana- 
lytic synthesis’. It must discriminate in connecting and connect 
in discriminating; and must render the exfUcandum not more 
simple but more definite, i.e. more explicitly complex. 

What I am suggesting amounts to this: in so far as any intel- 
lectual procedure is genuinely explanatory, that which is being 
explained (the explicandum) must be (or be taken as) whole or 
unitary, and must retain this character throughout the process. 
At first the explicandum is relatively vague — ^vague both as regards 
its wholeness or structural unity, and as regards the detail, the 
diversity, by including and unif5dng which it is itself unitary or 
whole. But in, and by, the explanatory process, it is gradually made 
more definite in both respects: both the nature of the detail which 
is unified, and the nature of the unification, become, gradually and 
simultaneously (by one and the same process), more distinct. To 
explain, therefore, is (I suggested) essentially and in principle to 
exhibit an explicandum (which is single in its complexity ; which 
is unitary and whole in, and throughout, a varied detail) as a 
structurally definite, or weU-ordered, system of intrinsically related 
terms. 

An intellectual procedure, therefore, is genuinely explanatory 
so far as it achieves such an ideal: that is, so far as it brings out, 
makes distinct, the items of a detail by bringing out and making 
distinct the modes of their connexion, the structural unity (plan) 
of that whole, of which they are the detail; in a word, so far as 
it is a two-edged discursus, analysing by synthesizing and synthesiz- 
ing by analysing. 

That was the suggestion. Let us see how far, on closer considera- 
tion, our former examples confirm it. 

(«) The first two (the practical perplexity and the unusual 
occurrence) need to be specified.* For hitherto there is no more 

‘ Specification, it may be said, is not enough: individualization is demanded. 
For it is nonsense to speak of an example, unless you set out, in all its singular 
detail, an actual case of perplexity and enlightenment, and an actual explanation 
of a given and singular starthng event. Sut so to individualize them is, strictly, 
impossible ; and a description, which might pass muster as an individualization 
(in a loose and popular sense), is beyond the scope of these studies. In any case. 
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than a vague and general sketch, in which expUcandum (what is 
to be explained) and elucidation (the advance in understanding) 
are equally uncertain. 

In the practical perplexity, then, the agent has to make a 
decision: to refuse or to accept, or to suggest a compromise in 
regard to, an offer for the purchase of Ms house. What here is the 
expUcandum — ^the perplexing situation wMch is to be elucidated? 
At first it is a vague and ill-defined totality of considerations and 
interests ; one and whole by reference to his present feelings, if I 
may use that most slippery term to express the formal immediacy 
and unity of the agent’s total present state or attitude of mind, 
including the vaguely formed and vaguely articulated idea of the 
field within which Ms final decision must fall. And if, by taking 
thought, the agent can obtain enlightenment, it is only because 
the thought he takes (his mteUectual procedure) organizes tMs 
Va.gue totality by discriminating items of its detail — ^items wMch 
it eo ipso connects and orders in their relevance to (their bearing 
upon) the alternative possibilities between wMch in the end he 
have to decide. Within the confused mass of circumstances 
which were comprised in the initial totality — ^wMch were loosely 
unified by falling aU together within his ‘outlook’ or attitude of 
mind — ^there gradually emerges, in and by the two-edged activity 
wMch is his thinking, a nuclear system of distinct and definitely 
related elements. And the distinction of these elements is the 
ground of their connexion: viz. the idea of the articulated field 
witMn which the final decision will have to fall. It is this idea 
wMch has been present to his mind vaguely from the start, wMch 
guides and controls Ms deliberations throughout and wMch grows 
more definite, more precisely articulated, in the process. It is, 
therefore, this field of the possible alternatives wMch is explained 
and better understood as the result of taking thought in Ms 
practical perplexity. It becomes more defimte in its detail and 
in the relations to one another of the alternative possibilities of 
choice within it: and gradually the confused mass of detail, 
included in the perplexing situation, becomes arranged and 
clecined up by reference to its bearing upon one or the other of 
the ‘articulations’ in this field of Ms choice. 

Or, again, I am startled by an tmusual occurrence — the sudden 
angry outburst (say) of a colleague at a meeting. What is here the 

however, it is possible to confirm the principle, for which I am contending, in 
specific or typical examples. 
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exflicandum} What is it that startles me; that sets me casting 
about for an explanation ; that in the sequel receives elucidation ? 
What startles me (to sketch the specific or t 3 ^ical form of the 
problem) is the apparent irrationality of the outburst — ^its seeming 
abruptness and want of motive, which isolate it and make it stand 
out in glaring contrast to the equable flow of a reasoned discussion. 
From the first, that is to say, the expUcandum includes (more or 
less implicitly) a wider context, both contemporaneous with, and 
preceding, the outburst. It is by contrast to this wider context 
that the occurrence is startling and sets me thinking. And the first 
stage of my explanatory procedure renders some section within this 
context more explicit ; or (for this is the inseparable obverse of the 
same process) expands the apparently isolated event into a con- 
tinuing change, of which it is the culminating phase or climax. I 
recall, for example, this and that argument in the preceding debate, 
or this and that tone of the speakers, which I now recognize (work- 
ing backwards from the outburst) to have been provocative; I 
recall this and that premonitory warning in my colleague’s bearing 
and gestures — symptoms (as I now see) of the fury gathering in 
his soul. And so far, my explanatory procedure brings out, within 
the whole presented and remembered scene, a sectional change — 
a variety of events unified by a single significant trend. The 
features I characterize and accentuate are phases of a continuous 
development cuhninating m my colleague’s angry intervention; 
it is by their relevance to his state of mind that they are dis- 
criminated and eo ipso connected. If, in such an example, there is 
any further advance in understanding, the next stage of my explana- 
tory procedure would determine more precisely the outline and 
the constituent phases of this sectional change. It would both 
narrow and generalize the expUcandum: defining it, for example, 
as the change from calm interest to fury within a human soul, of 
such and such a character and education,, as it responds to such 
and such influences (such and such changing phases) in its moral 
and intellectual environment. And finally, perhaps, by an intel- 
lectual process stiU in principle the same — ^stiU in principle a 
S 3 mthetic analysis, or an analytic synthesis — ^there would emerge 
within the moral or psychological development, as the intelligible 
law or principle it embodies, a nexus of terms (condition and con- 
ditioned, antecedent and consequent) precisely defined and recipro- 
cally necessitating one another. 

(6) It is sufficiently clear already that, in the three remaining 
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examples, the explanatory procedure conforms to the same general 
principle. For though it is common enough to speak of the analysis 
of a compound into its elementary constituents, of the resolution 
of a curve, or of the composition of a motion, we have already seen 
the inaccuracy of such phrases. The explicanda (water, for example, 
the intuitable curve, the earth’s revolution) are not mere aggre- 
gates — even though it is disputable whether, or how far, they are 
self-coherent, i.e. genuinely whole or individual.* And as to the 
atoms of hydrogen and oxygen, the successive positions occupied 
by the point in its flow, or the components of the revolution — 
these supposed simple constituents are either not contained at aU, 
or not contained in their unmodified simplicity, in the compounds 
or complexes which are being explained. 

Thus, as we saw, the chemist’s analysis is in principle S3mthetic. 
The expUcandum (for example, water) emerges, in and through his 
explanatory procedure, not as a mere heap or plurality of hydrogen 
and oxygen atoms, but as an ordered grouping and arrangement 
of them. His explanation of water issues in effect in the conception 
of a mosaic of a very definite pattern — a mosaic in which each 
atom of oxygen grips firmly to itself two atoms of hydrogen. The 
simple constituents, therefore, are not contained in their simplicity 
or as such m the compound. They are contained, if they can be said 
to be contained in it at aU, only in that radically modified state 
which they assume when locked together in the mosaic. To the 
eye of scientific faith, no doubt, the hydrogen and oxygen axe 
present in the water ; for, if the mosaic be disintegrated, there will 
be simple atoms, moving freely in their isolation, and exhibiting 
(if a sufficient number of them is collected) the characteristic 
properties of these two gases. But so long as the mosaic exists, the 
grouped atoms behave as no free atoms of oxygen or hydrogen 
ever dream of behaving; their properties — their actions and 
reactions — ^are those of a liquid and not of a gas ; and it is thus and 
only thus (only thus altered beyond recognition by their grouping) 
that oxygen and hydrogen ‘constitute’, that is, are contained in, 
water.* 

* A chemical compound was quoted before (p. 33) as a complex which (like, for 
example, a crystal or a suit of clothes) was neither indisputably an aggregate, nor 
beyond question a genuine whole. The curve and the revolution, though individual 
and whole for intuition or imagination, must be classed with the fictitious entities 
of mathematical science (cf. above, pp. 33”7)- 

® It remains true that no atom is ‘ contained ' as such and unaltered in the com- 
pound, whether we conceive the atom in the old-fashioned manner (i.e. as a 
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The intuitable curve (to pass to our next example) contains no 
points ; nor is the flow which generates it a series of flxed positions. 
Doubtless, whenever I in thought attest the flow, I conceive a 
fixed position, uniquely determinable in accordance with the 
constitutive equation of the curve; an ideal limit, at which the 
flow is halted and from which it will be resumed. And doubtless, 
wherever I divide the intuitable curve, I create in thought a 
point or a duality of points — ^the ideal limit, which joins and 
separates the divided portions of the disintegrated whole. But 
these fixed positions, and these points of juncture and division, 
are not constituents of the flow or of the curve it generates. And 
in this respect our former description did less than justice to the 
paradoxical nature of the geometer’s proceedings. The successively 
defined discrete positions we admitted* have to become a flow; 
the geometer’s analysis has to be supplemented by a re-synthesis, 
by an imaginative construction which generates the curve in its 
continuous and rmiquely individual character. But the geometer’s 
actual procedure is more parodoxical than that. For the discrete 
positions, as he conceives them, do not become, but are, a flow ; he 
posits and, in positing, cancels their discretion. He supposes the 
flow arrested, so that its arrests are fixed definable positions, dis- 
criminated from, and serially connected with, one another; and 
so far the flow is analysed into fictitious constituents and eo ipso 
synthesized by their fictitious relations. But he also supposes 
(unless, in my ignorance of mathematics, I misunderstand him) 
that the flow continues unchecked through its arrests ; and this 
supposition contradicts the first supposal, and cancels the discre- 
tion and the serial relatedness of the fictitious constituents. Yet 
unless his explanatory procedure is thus glaringly self-contra- 
dictory, it does not even pretend to elucidate the explicanAum, 
viz. the intuitable curve. 

Finally, the revolution of the earth round the sun may be 
resolved mathematically into two component movements — ^viz. 
a movement tending to persist ad infinitwn in a straight line, and 
a movement at right angles to the first — ^viz. a movement of 
gravitation towards the centre of the sun. So far, the explanatory 
procedure is the same two-sided activity, which we found in the 

Democritean ^indivisible solid'), or, in accordance witli modem developments of 
physical theory, after the analogy of -an infinitesimal solar system, of which the 
sun and planets are respectively a positive charge and negative charges of electri- 
city (cl B. Russell, The A B C of the Atom, pp. 29-43), * above, p. 28; 
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previous examples. For the supposed simple movements are not 
first discovered and isolated ■within the revolution, and then re- 
composed. They are discriminated only as components — ^the 
analysis and the composition being the two inseparable sides of a 
single intellectual activity. But (like the fixed positions and their 
serial relatedness in the geometrical analysis of the curve, or of the 
flow which generates it) the components and their composition are 
fictitious. Neither of these simple movements is actual in the 
revolution; nor can they be said to make, 'in fact, each of them, 
their distinctive contributions to it. Movements, indeed, conform- 
ing to the law of ^avitation alone, and movements tending ad 
infinitum onwards in a straight line, even if they do not actually 
occur, are at least capable of being clearly conceived. But nobody 
supposes that such isolated movements did in fact co-operate to 
produce, or are in fact now mtegrants of, the earth’s revolution. 
The mathematical explanation affirms only that the revolution 
takes place as if it were a compromise of the two components — z. 
compromise in which they and their relatedness, their discrimi- 
nated and connected contributions, are cancelled and absorbed. 
Or, at the most, it suggests that, were the force of gra-vity annulled, 
the earth would travel ad infinitum onwards at a tangent to its 
present orbit; whilst, were the other component eliminated or 
neutralized, the earth would pull, 'with a determinately accelerated 
velocity, towards the sun. 

5. Let us pause at this point and consider where we stand. 

It was suggested’^ that the modus operandi of the intellect is, in 
- principle, one and one only. The intellect as such, the intellect 
qua vis cognoscens, has no other method of explaining than the 
dual procedure, the two-edged actmty or ‘discursus’, whereby 
and wherein a complex explicandum becomes (gradually and 
pari passu) more definite both in its structural rmity and in 
its varied detail. This suggestion was confirmed in the examples 
we examined. Can we take it, then, as established, and extend it 
to the philosophical activities of the intellect ? Can we assert — 
not' as a provisional suggestion which we believe, and expect the 
science itself to confirm, but as an established doctrine — ^that logic, 
because (and in so far as) it explains its subject-matter, is the 
S3mthetic-Analysis or Analytic-Synthesis of Knowledge-or-Truth ? 

To such a question the answer is clearly ‘No’. What was 
originally suggested, neither can nor need be estabhshed within, 

* Above, pp. 37-8. 
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and for the purposes of, an introductory study like the present.* 
To establish it would mean to verify, throughout the range of our 
explanatory activity, the specified and graded embodiment of a 
single principle. Nothing less than the philosophical study of 
knowledge — ^i.e. nothing less than logic itself in its actual system 
or self-fulfi lm ent — ^would sufi&ce as an adequate test (as a solid 
proof, or even as a disproof) of the suggestion. 

The suggestion, though pro tanio confirmed, is not proved. This 
being admitted — or rather emphasized, since it follows from the 
very nature of a preliminary sketch of logic — ^the next step is to 
dispel two probable misunderstandings. When that has been done 
it will be possible to take the final step — ^viz. to distinguish the 
modus operandi of the intellect in its logical activity (in its 
philosophical explanation of knowledge) by the reflective and 
critical character which its S37nthetic-Analysis (Analytic-Synthesis) 
assumes in this region. 

{a) The first misunderstanding may be stated most simply 
in terms of a well-known Cartesian doctrine. Descartes® attri- 
buted to the intellect (or Vis cognoscens) two irreducible functions, 
in which its nature is exhaustively expressed. Of these, one 
{Intuitus) is a power of intellectual insight or vision. By it the 
intellect apprehends immediately — ^in a single cognizant act, 
complete at once and at a stroke — a simple self-evident datum, 
or primary element of reality and knowledge. The other funda- 
mental function of the intellect {Deductio) is a power of infallible 
illation — a power of mediate or ^scursive cognizance. By it the 
intellect advances from daium to datum, linking them together by 
an intelligent discursus — ^i.e. a discursus natural and proper to 
itself; and is thus enabled to construct, out of the simple self- 
evident truths which it possesses by the exercise of its intuitive 
function, those long chains of reasons (or implicatory sequences) 
which form the content of a 'science’.^ 

Now it may be thought that our two-edged discursus is in no 
sense immediate — ^is, in effect, the function which Descartes con- 

^ Cf, above, p. i and p. i6. 

* Cf. Reg%Uae, R. Ill, vol. x. 368, &c. 

3 Cl, e.g.. Discours (vi. 19): Xes longues chaisnes de raisons, toutes simples et 
faciles, dont les Geometres ont coustume de se servir, pour parvenir a leurs plus 
dif&ciles demonstrations . . and cl Regulae (R. V-VII, vol- x. 379-92), where 
Descartes tries to work out the conception of his method as a graduated analysis 
foUowed^by a graduated re-synthesis — and (in doing so) conceives the domain of 
a science as a network of implicatory sequences. 
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trasts with ‘ Intuition’.' And, if so, it will be rightly objected, the 
intellect by its activities could explain nothing. A m&re discursive 
movement (even if it be analytic and synthetic at once) could not 
constitute an understanding of a complex explicandum. For it 
would be a sheer succession of discrete events, without continuity 
or wholeness. If a discursive process is to explain, there must be a 
single consciousness pervading, developing in, and unif3nng its 
steps or stages. 

Bid this is to misunderstand what was suggested. The assumption 
we are to make is that the intellect in all its explanatory activities 
is discursive, its discursus being in principle two-edged; but not 
that it is sheerly discursive. The understanding of a complex 
explicandum is essentially discursive ; it is a cognizant activity, an 
explanatory process. But it is cognizant, it is explanatory, in virtue 
of a unitary consciousness which is unfolding and developing 
itself throughout the activity, which is immanent and growing in 
all the stages of the process; and therefore from this (no less 
essential) point of view, the understanding of a complex expli- 
candum is, in its entirety, an unbrokenly single comprehension of 
the explained — z. beholtog of it, intuitive and immediate. It is 
only in part, we may agree with Bosanquet,® ‘that our thought is 
discursive; it has also an intuitive aspect, in which it remains 
within itself secure in the great structures of its creation’. It is a 
caricature of the intellect — the vis cognoscens, or whatever we 
ought to call the power which is at work at ah the levels of our 
cognizant experience, for example, in our perception of fact, in 
our scientific reasoning and philosophical speculation — ^to identify 
it with a faculty which, m exercise, is a mere discursive movement. 
An intellect thus truncated is a fiction. It is the purely formal and 
subjective faculty, which (as I urged before) has no existence out- 
side the limits of an untenable theory; the fictitious source of 
mere thinking or of thought sheerly relational and discursive.^ It 
is the supposed function of formal analysis and synthesis— a func- 
tion tmable to operate, rniless materials are presented to it by 

* This is not true — ^at least not without considerable qualification — of Descartes. 
There is a sense in which (as he recognizes) Deductio is, or collapses into, an 
immediate cognizance. And lie content of an Intuitus is an immediately necessary 
nexus of Implicans and ImpUcatio ; e.g. the 'simple proposition' that 2+2=4, &c., 
'that self-consciousness implies existence’ (cf. Regulae, vol. x. 369, 370, 379, 3S3, 
&c.). Cf. also below, Study II, p. 169. 

^ Principle of Individuality and Value, p. 55. 

3 Cl Bradley, Appearance and Reality, especially chap. xv. 
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some other and separate faculty of the mind (by some faculty of 
immediate intuition whether sensuous or conceptional). And as 
such it is, in its own right, neither cognizant nor contributory to 
knowledge. For its formal analysis and synthesis could only seem 
to disjoin and connect its 'data’ or ‘materials’ — since it cannot 
penetrate them, or make them its own, or understand them. 

On the other hand, the assumption we are to make does involve 
the denial that any intellectual act, any thought or act of cogni- 
zance, is sheerly immediate. To this denial I have already com- 
mitted myselfi in anticipation of a later discussion.* The intellect 
has no separate function of intuition, whereby it immediately 
apprehends — stakes in at a stroke, or sees, without discursus of any 
sort — certain things or facts or simple self-evident items which 
are the elements of reality and knowledge. In that sense, at all 
events, we must hold with Kant* that ' it is impossible to form any 
notion of an xmderstanding’ (i.e. intellect) ‘which intuits the real 
things’. 

It may be worth while to add that, even if such simple cognizant 
acts occurred, they could not — ^whether isolated or summed — 
constitute understanding ; nor could the simple elements be said 
to be explained or understood merely qua self-evidencing in (and 
as) these intuitive acts. For understanding clearly requires that 
what is understood should be a many (or at least a duality) in one : 
two (or more) elements which nevertheless constitute a unity, or 
two (or more) differences in (or of) an identity. 

(6) So much by way of guarding against the first misunderstand- 
ing. We are to assume that the modus operandi of the intellect 
in explaining is one, and one only, in principle ; is, in principle, 
always the same two-edged discursus — ^but we are not to interpret 
this as meaning that it is a merely discursive process which is in 
no sense ‘ intuitive’, therefore in no sense one, total, comprehensive ; 
in no sense immediate and direct. We are not to identify the 
whole explanatory procedure of his vis cognoscens with the ‘ de- 
ductive’ or ‘illative’ function which Descartes ascribed to it as 
one of its powers, contrasted with an opposite power of / Intui- 
tion’. 

Nor — ^to come now to the second misunderstanding which is to 
be forestalled — ^must ‘one, and one only’ be interpreted as ‘there- 
fore in no sense varied or pluralized’, nor must ‘the same’ be 

' Cf. above, p. 33. * Cf. Study II. 

^ Cf., e.g,. Prolegomena to any Future Metaphysics, § 34, footnote. 
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read 21s ‘therefore in no sense different’ — differentiated neither 
in type nor in degree. 

Every explanatory process expresses the same theme — ^but the 
theme exists, and maintains its sameness, only in its variations. 
Or, every explanatory process embodies a single principle: but 
the principle lives in its particular embodiments, and their differ- 
ences are necessary to its singleness, to the unity of its life. 

The point at issue can be stated more simply without these 
musical and biological metaphors. Unity and identity are by a 
common tradition conceived abstractly: what is one is taken to 
exclude plurality,, what is the same to exclude difference. In that 
sense only the creatures of abstraction are one, or are the same : only, 
for example, the fictitious entities of mathematics (units, points, 
instants, atoms) and their fictitious relations, or only the so-called 
abstract universals. Nothing real or actual is in that sense one or 
the same. The unity of the intellect — ^for the intellect is emphatic- 
ally real — ^has nothing to do with, for example, punctual simplicity 
(the unity of a point) ; and the sameness of its functioning — 
a functioning which is emphatically actual — ^is the reverse of 
tautological monotony. 

What we are to assume is that the modus operandi of the intel- 
lect is one m the plurality, and the same in the variety, of its 
explanatory activities: that its unity and identity are concrete. 

Now that which is concretely one must be distinguished from 
(at least) three varieties of abstract imity . It must be distinguished 
(i) from the one-beyond-the-many (to ev Trapa ra ttcAAo) ; (2) from 
the common predicate (the one predicable without variation) of 
many (to ^ ini noXkwv, TO Koivfi KarrpyopoiSyxvov) ; and (3) from 
the atomic element persisting unchanged in many different set- 
tings — ^from the one merely in (surrounded by) many. Thus — ^to 
give examples — (i) if a Platonic Form be conceived as absolutely 
simple, as a transcendent and unique specimen in a super-celestial 
museum, it is one, but its unity is abstract: the same is true (2) of 
straightness, that is conceived as a single character predicable in a 
single imvaried sense of many lines; and (3) of the soul (in some 
philosophical theories) which is a Monad persisting unchanged 
throughout the individual’s life. It is true, also, of the unity of 
the atom of oxygen which is to-day associated with two atoms of 
hydrogen to form a molecule of water, and to-morrow conjoined 
with an atom of carbon to constitute a molecule of carbon mon- 
oxide. 
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Similarly, that which is concretely identical (concretely the same 
with itself) must be distinguished from (at least) three varieties 
of abstract identities (or self-sameness), (i) A common content, 
which thought may abstract from (or rather, which the imagination 
may conflate out of) many particulars or singulars by blurring 
or eliminating their differences, is 'the same with itself’ — ^but its 
identity is abstract. The same is true (2) of the so-called abstract 
universal concept which thought may form provisionally to mark, 
in vague outline, an area for investigation ; and (3) of a nucleus 
which is taken to persist unvaried through changing contexts, or 
to be the essential nature, the specific nature, repeated without 
being modified in a multiplicity of different embodiments (or 
individuals). 

Thus (i) the general idea in the sense of the generalized image 
of man, horse, is ‘the same’, the same with itself; but its identity 
is abstract. By the generalized image I mean the result of a pro- 
cess whereby the mind ‘conflates’ many singular and definite 
ideas or images, by eliminating or blurring their differences, into 
(so to speak) a composite photograph — ^the exact likeness of none, 
but the vague ‘conunon notion’ of all.* (2) Abstract, also, is the 
‘sameness’ of a genus or generic character conceived provisionally 
as the common basis, the as yet undeveloped potentiality of dis- 
junctive specification.* So conceived the genus or generic character 
is ‘the same without difference’; and this sameness is abstract 
because it depends upon ignoring what the concept essentially 
implies. For when, with the advance of knowledge, the concept 
is rendered distinct, the genus (or generic character) will be 
developed into a closely affiliated group of complementary species 
(or typical specifications of the generic character). Each member 
of the group will be a different actualization of the potential 
(generically common) basis (cf., for example, equilateral, isosceles, 
scalene — ^three different actualizations of the possibility of bound- 
ing a plane by three straight lines, or forming a plane figure with 
three angles which are together equal to two right angles). In all 
of them together — and not otherwise — ^its sameness will obtain full 
and distinct expression. But so- expressed, its sameness (far from 
excluding difference) involves differentiation in its very constitu- 
tion, and is a concretely articulated identity. Lastly (3), abstractly 

* Cf., e.g., Spinoza's account of the notiones universales in E. ii, 40, S. i. 

* Cf e.g., the ' abstract universal * triangle— -triangle qua defined at the outset of 
Euclid's treatment. 
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the same is the essential nature (or cohering group of essential 
elements), if (as usually happens in text-books of formal or 
Aristotehan logic) that is taken to persist as the unchanged and 
unchangeable form (the etSoj or t6 tL elvai) of the singular 
perceptible substance (the ow'oAoi', cwpderos oicrla, the atadTfrov, 
ToSe, &c.) ; or, again, if it is taken as the specific form (the arofMv 
etSos) identically repeated in many different (coexistent and suc- 
cessive) singular embodiments. 

In short; what is concretely one is not a simple element or 
simple content extemcdly related to, or predicable of, a many. 
Nor is it a simple element or unit in many contexts or in many 
complexes. It is a one essentially ‘plurahzed’. And what is con- 
cretely identical is not the same without differences — ^whether this 
blank sameness is conceived by blurring and conflating differences, 
or by provisionally disregarding differences and concentrating 
upon their as yet undeveloped basis. Nor is it the same in (sur- 
rounded by) differences. It is a ‘same’ essentially differentiated. 

B. In what sense is the method of logic reflective and critical? 

6 . What, then, are the differences in which the modus oflerandi 
of the intellect maintains, displays, and fulfils its concrete unity 
and identity ? What are the variations in which, and as whidi, 
the intellect plays its single theme — ^its Sjmthetic- Analysis or 
Anal3d;ic-S5mthesis ? 

{a) There are, first, differences of kind or type. These are corre- 
lative to the different t3?pes of expUcanda. They condition, and 
are conditioned by, the different types of complex facts or wholes* 
with which the intellect is concerned in its explanatory (or theo- 
retical) activities. 

(6) There are, secondly, differences of degree or power. Neither 
of these terms is adequate, but they must serve in default of a 
better. These different degrees or powers severally characterize 
the intellect (or vis cognoscens) as it works at three broadly 
distinguishable levels of cognizant experience — ^viz. the matter-of- 
fact or common-sense level of ordinary (intelligent) perception 
(So|a [i€T aiadi/jcTecos), the level of scientific explanation and theory 
(Sidvota, hnarrifiT}), and the level of philosophical speculation 
[piXoaopia, StoAgKTtK^).* 

‘ Cf. above, p. 33. 

* Cf. the passage quoted from T. H. Green (above, p. 14). Plato’s terms are 
added only as rough indications of what is meant. 
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At each and all of these levels there is, constituting or contribut- 
ing to constitute the theoretical experience, a two-edged activity 
of synthesis-and-analysis-in-one. Without it, except by virtue of 
it, not one of them would be possible, or could possess the character 
it actually has. But the intellect — or whatever we call the vis 
cognoscens which is the source of this activity — is functioning, so to 
speak, at different degrees or powers of itself. Thus, in constituting 
the cognizant experience we call ‘perceptual', the vis cognoscens 
is working blindly or instinctively. If the two-edged activity, 
which is an indispensable factor in perception — of this blind and 
instinctive analytic-synthesis or synthetic-analysis — is ‘thinking’, 
it is a ‘thinking’ of which the percipient is unaware; and if the 
source of the activity is intellect, it is an intellect functioning 
without consciousness of its own activity. It is only by subsequent 
reflection upon his perceptual experience, and upon the character 
of the things and facts perceived, that the percipient may come 
to recognize that his mind in fact was (or must have been) active 
— and sometimes, by further reflection, may recognize the nature 
of this activity.' 

On the other hand, at the level of scientific explanation and 
theory, the vis cognoscens is aware of its activity. In the demon- 
strative and experimental sciences alike, the exercise of the intel- 
lect is deliberate. The mathematician or the student of nature 
sets himself to explain and think. He knows that the activities in 
which he is engaged are — ^in some degree, at any rate — initiated 
by his intellect and under its control. Here, therefore, the vis 
cognoscens is working consciously and deliberately. The two- 

^ Cf., e.g., J. Cook Wilson, Statement and Inference, vol. i, pp. 45-7. * The appre- 
hension of the characteristics of what we perceive involves a comparison ; and com- 
parison we take to be thinking.* But in perception *we are really comparing but 
do not recognize that we are — ^The question of nomenclature is primarily a matter 
of convenience. Kant, perhaps wisely, restricted the terms * intellect *, * intellectual *, 
' thought * [Verstand, Denken, &c.)to the vis cognoscens operating on the self-conscious 
level; and called the same vis cognoscens * imagination' (Einbildungskraft), when 
regarded as the source of the blind and unconscious (or instinctive) synthesis 
which is indispensable to constitute the most rudimentary cognizance of an object 
— ^perception. Cf. Kant, Kritik der reinen Vernunft^, pp. 103 and 105, with Caird's 
commentary and criticism. Thus, e.g., ‘There is necessary to the genesis of per- 
ception as such, as opposed to sensation on the one hand and to the mere forms 
of sense on the other, an activity which Kant attributes to the understanding: 
though not to the understanding in that conscious activity which is manifested in 
the application of the Categories, but in an unconscious activity, to which he gives 
the name of imagination' {The Critical Philosophy of Kant^;Yo\. i, p. 311) ; . the 

same faculty [viz. the imagination] which, when it ceases to be blind and becomes 
self-conscious, is called the understanding' (ib. p. 338: and cf, pp. 326-30). 
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edged operation of analysis and synthesis is the procedure of a 
mind fully awake, self-directed in the explanation of a complex 
which it has itself selected as its expUcandum. But though the 
mind is fully awake (or self-conscious), it is not yet reflectivdy self- 
conscious ; not turned upon its own activities and the knowledge 
they help to constitute; not reflecting upon it and them, nor 
critical in its reflection. It is this final power of the mind’s ‘ awake- 
ness’ — ^its reflective and critical self-consciousness throughout its 
intellectual activities — ^which is distinctive of the level of cognizant 
experience called philosophy. The method of logic — ^the modus 
operandi of the intellect in its philosophical explanation of 
knowledge-or-truth — ^is still ‘S3mthetic-Analysis’ or 'Analytic- 
S3mthesis’. But the method of logic is, nevertheless, essentially 
different from the method of science. For, in logic, the two-edged 
activity is raised to the power of the intellect {vis cognoscens, mind) 
which it expresses (which is actual in it) ; and is therefore reflective 
and critical in a sense I must endeavour to make clearer. 

7. Let us go back and reconsider the general description of 
explanation which hitherto we have taken for granted. We laid 
it down^ that every expKcandum is in some sense complex, a one- 
of-many or a whole ; and that to explain (or understand) it, is to 
exhibit it— by a two-edged activity which brings out and defines 
both its unity and its diversity — as an ordered system of intrinsi- 
cally related terms. 

But this general description does not apply, strictly and com- 
mensurately, to philosophical explanation and to the expUcanda 
which form its subjects. For the objection to which I referred 
before — ^viz. that subject-matter and method in philosophy are 
too intimately connected to admit of separate treatment^ — ^returns 
now in a final and inescapable form. The spiritual realities which 
are the subjects of philosophical study do indeed constitute and 
rnaintain themselves in the speculative movement itself ; and thus 
are ones-of-many, wholes and systems of a uniquely peculiar kind 
— ^if indeed these terms are applicable to them at all. Hence, 
expUcandum and explanatory process on the philosophical level 
of cognizant experience determine, and are determined by, one 
another in a manner which I have not yet sufficiently recognized: 
and the general description of explanation with which, hitherto, 
I have been working does not strictly apply to philosophical 
explanation. 

* Cl above, pp- 37-8. 


* Cl above, pp. 15-16. 
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Perhaps, then, a fuller consideration of this somewhat para- 
doxical character of the subjects of philosophical study wiU throw 
some light upon the sense in which the method of logic is reflective 
and critical ; and so at last enable us to bring this preliminary out- 
line to a conclusion. 

(i) Let us begin by considering a paragraph in Green’s Principles 
of Political OhligationJ 

‘Rights,’ Green says, ‘are made by recognition. There is no right 
" but thinking makes it so ” ; none that is not derived from some idea 
that men have about each other. Nothing is more real than a right, yet 
its existence is purely ideal, if by “ideal” is meant that which is not 
dependent upon anything material, but has its being solely in con- 
sciousness.’ 

Some of Green’s phrases, in this characterization of the spiritual 
fact we call a ‘right’, are perhaps open to criticism. It seems an 
exaggeration to say that a right ‘has its being solely in conscious- 
ness’ ; that it is ‘not dependent’ (if that means in no sense depen- 
dent) ‘on anything material’; and to speak of its being ‘made 
by recognition’ or by ‘thinking’. But Green’s own treatment in 
the context* supphes the necessary qualifications of these rather 
unguarded statements ; and, properly interpreted, his characteriza- 
tion is beyond question sound. A right has force and binding 
effect — a right is actual — only at the level, only in the medium or 
element, of the mutual recognition of self-conscious beings. And, 
strictly speaking, a right which is not actual is not a right at all. 
It is only by an acknowledged abstraction that we can speak of 
'unrecognized rights’. A right, no doubt, may be unrecognized 
by this or that person; but a right which nobody recognizes — 
either directly or by implication — ^is a contradiction in terms. In 
that broad sense, at any rate, ‘thinking’, ‘consciousness’, ‘intelli- 
gent will’ are essential to the very constitution of a right. They 
are the soil in which alone a right can hve — ^the medium or element 
in which alone it can have and sustain its actual being. 

Now, in a philosophical study of right and rights, the explanatory 
procedure and the explicanda have a more intimate relation than 
my previous description of explanation suggested. No doubt the 
thought which goes to make the explicanda, the thought which is 
their medium and sustaining element, is not the thought which, 

* Works, vol. ii, p. 446. 

* Cf. the whole preceding discussion on the sense in which ‘Will, not Force, is 
the basis of the State* (l.c., pp. 427 ff.)* 
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in the form of philosophical speculation, explains them. Obviously 
the rights must exist and be actual, must have their own inde- 
pendent nature, if the philosopher is to study them ; and obviously 
his business is not to make, or remake, but to understand that 
nature. And yet, by staring hard at this obvious distinction, we 
may h37pnotize ourselves into forgetting another equally obvious 
and perhaps more important side of the matter.* 

For clearly the existence and actuality of the rights, which a 
philosopher is to study, must imply his recognition of them ; that 
is, from the start, as an indispensable condition of his explanatory 
thought about them, his thought (i.e. a recognition, of which he is 
conscious, which passes through and invades his mind, which he 
consciously adopts and makes his own) must go to make them 
what they are. In that sense, therefore, in explaining them, he is 
reflecting upon expUcanda which depend for what they are — ^for 
their own nature and actuality — ^not, indeed, upon the explanatory 
activity itself, but nevertheless upon intellectual activities of some 
kind and at some level; upon intellectual activities, moreover, 
which he, in explaining, must share — ^in which his intellect must 
be engaged. And as the philosophical study of these expUcanda 
proceeds, the thought which explains re-fashions, in explaining, 
the spiritual facts (the rights) it is explaining ; and thus does, after 
all, contribute essentially to their being. For certainly the rights 
which emerge (and as they emerge) in and through a philosophical 
theory are very different from the original expUcanda. The rights 
which come out at the end (so to speak) are very different from the 
rights which went in at the beginning of the speculative movement. 

Yes, it will be objected, but the difference is merely in the 
philosopher’s clearness of apprehension. The rights themselves 
remain what they always were. But the philosopher sees them 
now more clearly ; not only recognizes them semi-consciously and 
instinctively, but recognizes also and reflectively the fact (and the 
principles) of this original and constitutive recognition.* 

But this objection misses the point. Clearness ol apprehension 

* Cf, J. Cook Wilson, Statement and Inference, §§ 24-33, 54 i“ 4 » 547 -’ 5 i- When 
Cook Wilson says (§ 33, p. 76) that neither the object apprehended nor the 
apprehension of it ' can be reduced to ' one another, he is insisting upon the distinc- 
tion I here call obvious. But when he adds that neither can be ‘expressed or 
explained in terms of the other*, his denial is not obvious, or even (I think) true, 
except on an arbitrarily restricted interpretation of ‘ expressed or explained *. 

* Cf. Cook Wilson (l.c., § 16, p. 50): ‘Thought can recognize its own laws, by 
feflecting upon itself.' 
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or of vision are but metaphors in this connexion. For what the 
philosopher apprehends is nothing tangible or palpable ; and what 
he sees does not stand finished before him, waiting for increased 
illumination and more powerful lenses to reveal more and more of 
its hidden detail. ‘Vision’ here is intellectual insight ; and ‘appre- 
hension’ is the union in which thought penetrates, and is pene- 
trated by, its object. ‘Demonstrations (and these alone) are the 
eyes with which the mind sees things and observes them ’, Spinoza 
says. I It is the demonstrating, it is the speculative movement, and 
nothing else, which is itself the seeing. There is no mental vision, 
no intellectual insight, except what comes to us in, and as, the 
inevitable progress of the proof. ‘The process of reasoning’, as 
Cook Wilson expresses it, ‘is precisely the activity of knowing’; 
and ‘precisely’ must be taken with all possible emphasis.® Thus, 
the rights, which in and through a philosophical analysis (like 
that set forth by Hegel in his Philosophie des Rechts) have vindi- 
cated themselves as so many essential ‘moments’ in the practical 
fulfilment of the human spirit — as so many inevitable phases in 
the realization of man’s intelligent will, or in his self-expression 
as a moral agent — ^have been raised to a new and higher level of 
actuality. In this medium of reflective and critical recognition 
rights have acquired a new and profounder significance. They 
have grown, so to speak, to a fuller stature, in virtue of the whole 
or system which, immanent and articulated in them, they consti- 
tute and express. It is thus and only thus — only in this trans- 
figuration, which is due (in part, at least) to the speculative 
activity of a philosophizing mind — that the rights which were to 
be explained (the initial explicanda) are fully what they really are. 
For they are fuUy actual, they are fully themselves, only in con- 
stituting and displaying the spiritual reality which is their whole 
or system — ^the spiritual reality which is the self-fulfilment of 
man’s ‘practical reason’ or ‘intelligent will’. In this sense, there- 
fore, it is only in, and through, the speculative movement (only in, 
and through, the philosophical explanation) that the rights which 

* Ethics, V. 25: 'Mentis enim oculi, quibus res videt observatque, sunt ipsae 
demonstrationes/ Cf. Spinoza, Tr. Th.-P,, vol. i, p. 533: ‘Nam res invisibles, et 
quae solius mentis sunt objecta, nuUis aliis oculis videri possunt, quam per demon- 
strationes; qui itaque eas non babent, nihil harum rerum plane vident. . . / 
(Spinoza is arguing that it is nonsense to say ‘ there is no need to understand ‘ 
[ifitelligere) God's attributes; it is enough ‘omnino simpliciter, absque demon- 
stratione, credere'.) 

* Cf. Statement and Inference, p. 35. If A is ‘precisely' B, B is ‘precisely ' A: i.e. 
to know is to reason, and to reason is to know. 
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are its explicanda gain and possess that definite nature of their own, 
which the philosophical study of them endeavours to understand. 

So far I have been discussing the spiritual facts called rights, 
and the spiritual reality they constitute— their whole or system 
which is the commensurate expUcandum of a philosophical theory 
of right (using that term to cover the total self-fulfilment of the 
human spirit as intelligent will). Within such a theory the expU- 
candum is intimately bound up with, and determined by, the 
explanatory procedure. I have now to take the final step — ^i.e. to 
show that all this applies, nmtatis mutandis, to the subject-matter 
and method of logic. 

(ii) What, then, is the commensurate subject-matter of logic — 
its expUcandum as a whole or in its entirety, corresponding to what 
I have just called right (the whole or system of rights) and have 
identified with the total self-expression, with the self-f ulfilm ent, 
of intelligent will ? Earlier, it will be remembered, it was proposed 
to call that total expUcandum ‘knowledge-or-truth’ — ^the object 
being to cover both inseparable sides of the spiritual reality on 
which the logician reflects. It is truth (it was suggested), in the 
sense of reality disclosing itself and disclosed to mind — ^to any and 
every intelligent mind; and, being truth, it is also and eo ipso 
knowledge — ^i.e. the whole theoretical movement, the entirety of 
the cognizant activities, wherein the mind (any and every mind 
qua intelligent) fulfils and expresses itself by co-operating with, 
and participating in, the disclosure.^ 

There is a grave difficulty here — ^whether knowledge-or-truth 
can be regarded as a whole or system or totality at all — or, if at 
all, in what precise sense. And there is a further difficulty in 
regard to the spiritual facts (the logical facts, as I proposed to call 
them),* which (corresponding to the several rights in the previous 
example) articulate and constitute the total expUcandum, or which, 
at any rate, can be regarded as the detailed problems of the 
logician, as expUcanda of the subordinate phases, sections, and 
chapters in logic as a whole ; in the total speculative movement, 
which is the philosophical theory of knowledge-or-truth. 

We met both these diffictdties before.* And, as before, we must 
recognize that within the present preliminary sketch only a vague 
and tentative an swer — an evasion, rather than a solution — ^is 
possible. For nothing but logic itself could furnish (or be) an 
adequate solution, viz. a reasoned account of the spiritual reality 

* Cf. above, pp. 20-1. * Cf. above, p. 14. * C£. above, pp. 7-9, 15-16. 
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as a whole and the spiritual facts which constitute it. Not an 
introductory study, but. nothing less than the entire discursus 
which is logic itself could show the nature of the wholeness of 
knowledge-or-truth, the nature of its articulation, and the nature 
of the logical facts which are its proper parts, its ultimate impli- 
cates or constitutive variety. 

Yet, as we saw before,* there are certain familiar topics which 
can be taken for the present purpose as logical facts, since beyond 
question they fall somewhere within the subject-matter of logic. 
And to the question, ‘What are the logical facts which constitute 
knowledge-or-truth; which, within this sphere, are to be taken 
as analogous to the several rights in your former example ? ’, a 
general answer is, for the present, enough. The logical facts, it is 
enough to say, the explicanda of the svibordinate phases and sec- 
tions of the speculative movement, which in its entirety is logic 
or the philosophical theory of knowledge-or-truth, are the kinds 
of topic to which reference was made before. Any portion or frag- 
ment, for example, of our cognizant experience; anything, for 
example, which (prima facie, at least) is a perception of fact or a 
demonstration of truth, and so an experience in which, in some 
measure, what is real is manifest to mind — disclosing itself in, 
and through, the activity of mind. Or, again, any form or law of 
knowledge-or-truth, any of the fundamental implicates or indis- 
pensable conditions of its actuality ; or, lastly, any of those struc- 
tural principles of intelligibility and intelligence in one which 
were referred to before under the name of ‘ Categories 

Now Green’s characterization of right and rights obviously 
applies {mutaUs mutandis) to the subject-matter of logic and to all 
the logical facts which fall within and constitute it. If knowledge- 
or-truth is in any sense a whole, it is a whole which clearly is a 
spiritual or ideal reality: a whole of which the esse is to live and 
be actual in the medium or element of the mutual understanding of 
self-conscious minds. And the same is obviously true of every 
logical fact — of every proper part of such a whole. It is true 
of every imphcate, condition, category, or structural principle, 
whether of knowledge-or-truth in its entirety, or of this or that 
contributary level or form thereof (e.g. of perception of fact, or of 
demonstration of truth or truths in science). There is no know- 
ledge or truth — ^there is no part or fragment, no implicate or 
principle, of knowledge-or-truth — ^which is not (in Green’s phraseo- 
* p. 21. * Cl above, pp. 14-15 and 19-21. 
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logy) ideal; none (to borrow his quotation from Hamid) ‘but 
thinking makes it so ’ ; none that exists or is actual otherwise tlian 
in the cognizant (the thinking or intellectual) activities of the 
human spirit. 

And, strictly speaking, knowledge (or truths) which is not actual 
is not knowledge (or truths) at all. No doubt there is knowledge 
and truth in plenty — and there are many implicates and principles 
of knowledge or truth — ^which exist and are actual, while yet the 
intellectual activities, which constitute and sustain them, do not 
pass through (and are not the functioning of) this or that person’s 
mind; are not, for example, ‘mine’, activities in which ‘I’ share 
or in which ‘my’ intellect is engaged. But a truth which lives in 
nobody’s thinking ; a knowledge which is affirmed and sustained 
by nobody’s intellectual activity; an implicate or condition, or 
category or structural principle of knowledge or truth which is in 
no sense actual — these (except by a deliberate and acknowledged 
abstraction) are so many contradictions in terms.* 

It follows that, as in the philosophical theory of right, so in the 
philosophical theory of knowledge-or-truth (i.e. in logic) explana- 
tory procedure and expUcanda are intimately bound up with one 
another; and, in particular, to emphasize the point which is 
directly relevant to the present discussion, it follows that the 
explanatory procedure essentially contributes to constitute the 
expUcanda. 

No doubt the thought which goes to make and sustain the 
expUcanda is not the thought which, in the form of logical specula- 
tion, explains and understands them. There is an obvious distinc- 
tion (as we saw) between the thinking, the mutual recognition of 
intelligent wills, which makes a right (which gives it actuality and 
force) , and the thinking which (in the form of philosophical specula- 
tion) reflects upon and explains this spiritual fact. And it is 
equally obvious that the cognizant activities, or the thinking, in 

^ Cf. below. Study III. 'How, then', it may be objected, ‘can we speak of 
knowledge or of truths which are forgotten, or as yet "undiscovered" ? ' The know- 
ledge or truths, which are not yet (or no longer) actual, are entitled to the names 
(it must be answered) only by implication in, and by reference to, actual knowledge 
and actual truth. Again it may be objected : ‘ Are not truths timeless and eternal ? 
And does not this mean that they were before men came into existence, and will 
be when all conscious beings have ceased ? ' Truths (it must be answered) are not 
timeless or eternal in this temporal sense (they are not sempiternal or everlasting). 
They are so, because, though. their actuality is impossible without activities which 
occur in time, the special date and duration of this occurrence are irrelevant to 
their character as truths. 
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which alone there exists and is actual knowledge-or-truth (in 
all its forms, at all its levels, in all its implicates and principles), 
must be distinguished from the speculative thinking of the 
logician, which reflects upon, criticizes, and explains this spiritual 
reality and these logical facts. The first is a thinking — a process 
at once analytic and S3mthetic, a discursus — ^which is instinctive 
or ‘blind’, of which the percipient is not aware; a function, in 
Kant’s terminology, of the imagination, not of the intellect proper 
(of the ‘Einbildungskraft’, not of the ‘Verstand’). The second is 
the thinking of a mind, which is reflectively and critically self- 
conscious in, and conscious of, its own activity. And it would be 
an equally serious confusion to identify simpUciter the thought, 
which is embodied, for instance, in mathematical reasoning and 
which goes to constitute rd fiadrjiMTLKa (the numbers and figures 
of the arithmetician’s and geometer’s worlds), with the thought of 
the logician in so far as he reflects upon this scientific form or level 
of knowledge-or-truth — in so far as he makes of mathematical 
knowledge or mathematical truth his explicandum. 

Nevertheless, we must not be hypnotized by this obvious dis- 
tinction. We must not assume that where there is obviously not 
identity without difference, there there must be sheer otherness — 
i.e. no identity in any sense or at all. For knowledge-or-truth in 
all its forms is actual only in the medium of consciousness. And 
if the logician is to reflect upon and study any of these forms — ^if 
he is to study, for example, perceptual or scientific cognizant 
experience — ‘the intellectual activities, in which alone they are 
actual, must pass through his mind. His own mtellect must be 
functioning in the constitution of his expUcanda, as well as in the 
reflection and criticism by which, as a logician, he is tr 3 dng to 
explain them. 

In other words, the intellect in its logical work (in its philo- 
sophical explanation of knowledge-or-truth) is re-thinking and 
recapitulating the less-developed stages of its self-expression as a 
ms cognoscens. And this re-thinking is inevitably, to some extent, 
a refashioning and transfiguring. In entering upon the logical 
study of perception, for example — and in reconstituting for that 
purpose the perceptual experience it is to study — ^the logician’s 
intellect inevitably modifies the original unsophisticated nature of 
its explicandum. Its own reflective activity contributes to deter- 
mine the perceptual experience it is to study — alters it, at least 
to the extent that its original blind and instinctive character is 
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destroyed. And this refashioning of the exflicandum by the 
activity of the intellect, which is reflecting upon it and explaining 
it, becomes more and more conspicuous as the work of logical 
speculation proceeds. 

Consider, by way of example, what happens in the progress of 
Kant’s critical analysis of knowledge in the Transcendental Aes- 
thetic and in the first division of the Transcendental Logic (the 
division to which he gives the title of Transcendental Analytic). 
In the terminology I have been employing, Kant, throughout this 
early portion of the Kritik, is engaged in logical speculation. His 
aim — and, so far as his reasoning is sound, his achievement — ^is 
to set forth the logical explanation of perception (i.e. perceptual 
experience as a concrete whole, perceiving together with its 
inseparable correlate and object, viz. perceptible fact), and of the 
‘scientific level of knowledge-or-truth’ (i.e. the reasoning and ex- 
planatory theory of the sciences together with the intelligible systems 
or worlds which are their inseparable correlates and objects).* 

What, then, is to be regarded as Kant’s initial explicandum — ^the 
spiritual reality or logical facts which he sets out to study and 
explain ? The first rough answer to such a question would be, 
I suppose : ‘ Our actual perceptual and scientific experience — any 
experience in which fact is perceived or truth inferred. ’ But our 
actual perceptual experience and our actual scientific knowledge 
do not enter, as such and unmodified, into the sphere of Kant’s 
investigation. From the outset, by the mere fact that Kant is 
reflecting upon them, they have been transformed. In order to 
study them, in order to take them as explicanda, Kant of necessity 
must re-think and recapitulate them ; and so to re-think them is 
to refashion and transfigxire them by raising them to the reflective 
level. The perceptual and scientific experience, which Kant takes 
as his explicandum, is from the first conceived as the union of 

* It is no part of my present purpose to discuss the success or failure of Kant's 
critical analysis of knowledge in his Kritik der reinen Vernunft, My object in 
referring to it is simply to illustrate the kind of speculative investigation which 
I take to be (in principle) logical. It should be remembered, however, that in 
Kant's language knowledge (in the strict and only proper sense) is science, and 
science is mathematics and mathematical physics. In other words, Kant restricts 
the scientific level of knowledge-or-truth to the reasoned theory of a world con- 
ceived as the correlate and object of mathematical and mathematico-physical 
demonstration. According to his view, within the compass of these sciences, or 
systems of explanatory theory, man's intelligent theoretical experience of an 
intelligible cosmos finds complete and coherent expression; and the 'domains' 
they demonstrate, and render intelligible, together constitute the whole known 
and knowable reality — ^the complete and total truth. 
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certain ppposites, the product of contrasted factors. But these 
opposites, or contrasted factors, do not express a variety which 
actually exists within the original perceptual or scientific experi- 
ence. They express a variety which (if Kant’s theory is sound) 
must be recognized on reflection upon the original experience. In 
our actual perceptual experience we do not bring together and 
arrange under the forms of the sensibility and the Categories (or 
the schematized Categories) a multiplicity of separately received 
sensations or impressions. But when we re-think a perceptual 
experience — ^when, in order to study it, we recapitulate it on the 
reflective level — we transform, into such sharply contrasted ele- 
ments or factors, a diversity which, in the original experience as it 
actually occurred, was a diversity of moments or phases insepar- 
ably fused in concrete unity. 

Thus, the logical facts which, in the Transcendental Aesthetic 
and Analytic, Kant investigates and explains, are not perception 
and inference as such and unsophisticated as they actually occur 
in our everyday reading of the world and in the thinking of the 
men of science. His explicanda are perception and inference 
refashioned and transfigured — conceived and described in terms 
of the reflective plane on which his own mind is working. From 
this point of view, the logical facts, that are to be explained in the 
Aesthetic and Analytic, are the elementary constituents, impH- 
cates, and conditions of perception and inference — the elements of 
experience which Kant’s reflection has, from the first, distinguished 
and defined. They are, for example, the manifold of sense and the 
forms of the sensibility ; the Categories, the Schemata, the basal 
principles of a science of nature ; and so forth. And these expli- 
canda, it is obvious, are being continually modified and developed 
in, and by, the whole course of Kant’s explanatory investigations. 
What they really are is what they show themselves to be in the 
reasoning of the Kritik der reinen Vernunft. Their real being 
crystallizes m itself the speculative movement which explains 
them — or in which alone their full significance emerges and is 
manifest. Here, too, therefore, as in the example which I first 
put forward (rights and the system of rights), the explicandum 
constitutes itself in, is in large measure determined by, the intel- 
lectual discursus which explains it. 

A well-known passage in Kant’s Prolegomena^ may serve 
to confirm and make clearer the view for which I am contending 
* Werhe, iv, § 39, pp. 322-3, Berlin edition. 
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(a view which wears a somewhat paradoxical appearance), viz. 
that the logical facts grow into their full nature only in, and by 
the help of, the logical study of them; so that the expUcanda in 
this region are really what they come to be in the course, and by 
means, of the logical explanation of them. 

Kant, in that passage, is, in effect, insisting that there is all the 
difference in the world between, on the one hand, the philosopher’s 
first discovery, extraction, and haphazard enumeration of the 
categories and principles which he has been employing in the 
concrete [in concreio, implicitly and without reflection), for 
example, in his perceptual experience arid scientific theorizing — 
and, on the other hand, that final treatment of these categories 
and principles which would satisfy his desire, that is (we must 
presume), which would exhibit them as they really are. The 
philosopher’s aim is not merely to collect all the categories and 
principles which cognizant experience (knowledge of an objective 
world) implies as its a priori (intellectual) conditions. At best such 
a collection would be an aggregate which he believed— but could 
not know — to be exhaustive. His aim — an aim which Kant claims 
to have achieved — ^is ‘ to deduce them all, by an a priori deduction, 
from a single principle’ ('aus einem Prinzip « priori ab[zu]leiten’). 
In other words, his aim is to exhibit them as the necessary 
articulations of a systematic whole ; and thus to know that there 
can, and must, be precisely this variety — ^just these, and just so 
many, a priori conceptions and principles constituting the formal 
and intelligible structure of knowledge. 

‘It is easy enough,’ Kant says, 'to extract and collect . . . those concep- 
tions which, not being based upon any special experience, are neverthe- 
less to be found in all empirical knowledge [Erfahrungserkenntnis], 
constituting (as it were) the mere form of its coimectedness. No great 
reflection, not much insight, is required for such a task. It is as, if, by 
reflecting upon a language, we were to extract general rules for any and 
every actual use of its words, and thus to collect the elements of a 
grammar’ ; 

but, having gone so far, were incapable of going further. It is as 
if, having thus collected the elements of a grammar, we were 
nevertheless 

‘unable to explain why every language must have precisely this formal 
constitution, and no other ; and still less able to show that, and why, 
the formal structure of every language must exhibit just this number 
and just this variety in its articulations ’. 
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THE SEARCH FOR A DATUM 

§5 

I. The preceding discussions have sketched the subject-matter 
and method of logic. Logic has been described as the ‘ philosophical 
analysis’ (the ‘reflective and critical s3mthetic-analysis’) of 
‘knowledge-or-truth’ ; and some explanation has been given of the 
meaning of the terms in this ‘formula of orientation’.' 

But this sketch .has committed me to a certain position. It is 
true, no doubt, that nothing in the nature of proof was attempted 
or possible. To prove a formula of orientation could only mean to 
try it out in actual logical reasoning. Nothing else, and nothing 
less, than logic itself — ^the actual ‘science’ or ‘system’ of logical 
speculation — could prove (or, for that matter, disprove) the 
correctness or adequacy of a descriptive outline of this kind. 
Nevertheless, to set up a formula of orientation implies at least a 
belief that the position it assumes and summarizes is sound in the 
main — ^is likely to be conflrmed by the actual course of logical 
investigation. 

Now the position, to which my sketch has committed me, is far 
from commending itself as probable. It has against it a number 
of generally accepted theories and distinctions, which And ex- 
pression in ordinary language, and may claim, therefore, to have 
behind them the weight of common experience. 

‘The authority of language’. Cook Wilson^ warns us, ‘is too often 
forgotten in philosophy, with serious results. Distinctions made or 
apphed in ordinary language are more likely to be right than wrong. 
Developed, as they have been, in what may be called the natural course 
of thinking, under the influence of experience and in the apprehension 
of particular truths, whether of everyday life or of science, they are 
not due to any preconceived theory. ... On the other hand ... a 
philosophical distinction is prima facie more likely to be wrong than 
what is called a popular distinction, because it is based on a philosophic 
theory which may be wrong in its ultimate principles. . . 

2. To couple knowledge with truth, and to use both terms 
together to designate in its entirety the subject-matter of logic, is 

^ Cf. pp. 1-5. ^ statement and Inference, pp. 874-5. 

3 But see below, pp. 1 04-5, for a criticism of excessive faitb in ordinary language.^ 
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clearly to stretch both terms beyond their common meanings. But 
is it not worse than this — ^is it not a plain distortion of language ? 
Both terms are conspicuous examples of what Aristotle calls ra 
7ToAAax<3? Acyojueva. Each of them, in ordinary usage, exhibits a 
variety of different and, in some respects, conflicting meanings. 
Yet one thing at least seems clear; neither ‘knowledge’ nor ‘truth’ 
bears, in ordinary usage, the meaning I attributed to it. Neither 
of them is, in any of its ordinary meanings, commensurate with 
the spiritual reality which, according to the preceding argument, 
is the total expUcandutn of logic. Nor are they complementary 
designations of the same something — designations which empha- 
size contrasted moments in the constitution of an identical 
designatum. 

Thus, for example, [a) knowledge, in ordinary usage, is contrasted 
with error; and truth (the true) with falsity (the false). Yet 
knowledge and error, the true and the false, both fall within the 
total explicandum of logic, within the spiritual reality, which it 
was proposed previously to call ‘ knowledge-or-truth’. 

Again, (&) in knowledge we should commonly be said to attadn 
and achieve, to apprehend and embody, truth. Truth is not 
‘knowledge’, but that which we know. And knowledge is ‘true’, 
but is not truth — ^though here ordinary usage tends to waver, for 
knowledge would be said to ‘consist of truths’. 

Moreover, (c) in ordinary usage, knowledge is often taken as 
roughly equivalent to the whole sphere of conceptional thought, 
and contrasted with sentient and sensuous or perceptual expe- 
rience. Knowledge, that is to say, includes every experience — 
whether intuitive and immediate, or discursive and inferential — ^Ln 
which we are, in any degree, intellectually cognizant of the nature 
of things. It includes thought in all its forms, so far as it is in any 
degree true. It includes, therefore, ‘conception’, ‘judgement’, 
‘inference’, if these are distinguishable forms or grades of the 
thirikiug function; and it includes the judgements and inferences 
of ‘opinion’, as well as those of ‘demonstration’. In short (to 
borrow the terminology used by Aristotle in the Posterior Analy- 
tics), it includes h 6 ^a, SiAvoia, voTjms, and emcrTqfiTj. On the other 
hand, it excludes ‘feeling’, ‘sensation’, and ‘perception’ — ^it 
excludes ‘knowing’ by way of aiaOrjcris — ^whatever the degree of 
certainty our sentient and sensuous ‘knowing’ (awareness) may 
possess. 

Lastly, (a!) by a further refinement and restriction, knowledge is 
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sometimes taken to exclude the whole sphere of opinion and prob- 
able argument, as well as sentient and sensuous experience. 

In this last sense knowledge is restricted to what Aristotle calls 
von/jais and aTroSencnicfi emcTTTjfiT] to intuitus and dedwMo, as defined 
in tixoRegulae of Descartes; or to Locke’s 'intuitive and demon- 
strative knowledge’.' For, if language is to be used strictly, 
nothing can deserve the name of knowledge unless it is inevitably, 
unalterably, and indubitably true.* Knowledge, therefore, is either 
the inteEectual intuition of self-evident data — of those 'simple 
propositions’ or 'primary truths’ [propositiones simpUces, a/xecroi 
Trpordcreis, apxal) in which two elements cohere by an immediate 
(yet necessary) nexus ; or it is the equally self-evident and infallible 
inferential movement of the intellect as it follows the logical impli- 
cations of the self-evident datum or data, and traces their expansion 
into a chain of truths — a. chain of links and linkages each self- 
evident and indubitable.* Opinion, on the other hand, is the mere 
th inkin g, the mere argumentation, which may indeed be true, but 
also may be false. Being neither infallible nor unalterable, it must 
be rigorously contrasted with knowledge. 

Similarly, in ordinary usage, the term 'truth’ is employed now 
in a wider and now in a narrower sense — corresponding to these 
wider and narrower senses of knowledge ((c) and {d)) . 

Thus, for example, (c) what is presented of ‘ evident ’ to sentience 
(feeling) and sense (or perception) is usually called 'fact’ rather 
than 'truth’. It is contrasted with 'truth' — ^i.e. with what is 
inanifest to thought, is known by intellectual acts and processes. 
‘ Truth ’ is thus confined to that which discloses itself to intellectual 
intuition (to that which is 'conceived’), and to that which is 
brought before the mind and ‘known’ in judgement and inference. 

Or, again, (/) ‘truth’ is sometimes given a more restricted 
meaning. For that which is in a broad sense ‘intelligible’ is 

^ In so fax as Locke's ‘intuitive knowledge’ and Pescartes’ intuitus include 
the ‘infallible’ assurance of feeling and sense (cf., e.g., Locke, Essay, iv. 9, § 3 ; iv. 

§ 9)* "they extend beyond knowledge in this restricted sense. 

* Cf., e.g., Aristotle, Post. Anal. 72b 3: etirep BeZ t 6 v iTriardiJLevov dirXojs dfierd^ 
w€taTov etvaL (the man of science must know his conclusions to be absolutely certain. 
He must be ‘beyond the reach of argument’, because he must know that there 
neither are, nor can be, any rational grounds on which criticism of the truth he has 
demonstrated could be based). Locke (Letter to the Bishop of Worcester, quoted 
in footnote to Essay, iv, ch. i) : ‘ For, with me, to know and to be certain, is the 
same thing ; what I know, that I am certain of ; and what I am certain of, that 
I know’, ^c. 

3 Cf. above, pp. 44-5. 
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divided into 'truth' proper (the true sensu eminenfi) and the 
‘probable’. Truth, m this strict sense, is the commensurate 
correlative of the 'knowledge' which cannot by any possibility be, 
iuclude, or become ‘error’. For, if language is to be used strictly, 
nothing can deserve the name of truth, unless it is, absolutely and 
unalterably, what it is known to be. What shows itself to ‘ opinion ’, 
on the other hand, what is disclosed in most of our judgements 
and established in most of our arguments, is at best an ambiguous 
and spurious truth. For it is, at best, truth relative, conditional, 
partial; a truth balanced against falsity; infected and weakened 
by the doubts and errors, over which it has won a precarious and 
temporary victory— a truth for which the proper name is ‘prob- 
ability ’ or the probable. 

3. My formula of orientation, therefore, is exposed to the criticism 
not that it rests upon a mere assumption and is unproved, but that 
what it implies or assumes is incredible. The authority of language 
(the general and ordinary usage of the terms) is against it : for this 
(it will be said) bears witness to the existence of certain divisions 
in the very nature of things, divisions which are incompatible with 
the view that the commensurate subject of logical study is a single 
spiritual reality, is a genuine whole or system or one-of-many in 
any sense whatever. 

The formula of orientation, it will therefore be said, is worthless. 
To call the supposed total expUcandum of logic ‘knowledge-or- 
truth’ neither establishes that it is a whole, nor throws any light 
upon its character or upon the nature of its unity. It is not know- 
ledge; it is not truth: it is not knowledge-or-truth, in any of the 
ordinary senses of these terms. To describe it, therefore, cis know- 
ledge-or-truth is about as helpful as it would be to call it x-y-z. 

4. Instead of attempting a direct defence of the description I 
have given I propose for the present to turn my back upon it and 
to begin, so to say, at the other end. I propose to examine the chief 
of those ordinary senses of ‘knowledge’ and of ‘truth’, which seem 
so definite and plain ; to test the distinctions and divisions they 
imply, and the general principles and theories which underlie 
them. Starting in the present study with the division of cognizant 
or knowing experience into ‘intuitive’ or ‘immediate’, and ‘dis- 
cursive’ or ‘inferential’, I shall examine the attempt to find a 
datum which the various forms of this division seem to entail. 
Then, in the third and last of these studies, I shall inquire what 
it is that is true or false, and wherein its truth or falsity consists ; 

4746 ~ * -p 



66 THE SEARCH FOR A DATUM 

and so endeavour to test the value of those ordinary views, 
according to which there is, on the one hand, a distinction between 
‘truth’ (as that which is known) and ‘knowledge’ (as the knowing 
of it) : and, on the other hand, a sharp cleavage between truth and 
falsity corresponding to a sunilar cleavage between ‘knowledge’ 
and ‘error’. 


§6 

I. The division of cognizant experience (knowing, knowledge, 
apprehension) into immediate and discursive is commonly drawn 
at two different levels, thus taking two main forms. First, there is 
the antithesis between sense (including sentience, or feeling, in one 
of the many senses of that ambiguous word) and thought. And 
secondly (within thought, thus broadly used to cover all intellectual, 
as opposed to sensuous, apprehension), there is the antithesis 
between a think in g, which is immediate or intuitive, and one which 
is discursive, mediate, or relational. The former is, or is supposed 
to be, a kind of intellectual perceiving, or conceptual apprehension, 
by which the mind takes in a total object at a glance ; comprehends 
it, in its unity and its detail, directly and all at once. An intel- 
lectual perception of this kind is sometimes called, not only in 
popular usage but even in philosophical writings, a ‘ feeling ’, in 
another sense of that misleading term.* And, on the other hand, 
there is, or is supposed to be, a discursive or mediate thinking, 
which presupposes and works upon (or within) data immediately 
conceived — ‘ objects ’ of which we feel certain though we cannot as 
yet support this feehng or intuitive assurance by rational grounds. 
It is this discursive or mediate thinking which (as ‘judgement’ or 
‘inference’) proceeds, by its characteristic two-edged activity of 
analysis and s 3 mthesis, to convert the data we immediately con- 
ceive into precisely defined constituents of an articulated whole 
or system — or again, according to a different theory, to make 
explicit the detail and the structure within some immediately felt 
or conceived totality (some total object of intehectual intuition), 

* Cf. (perhaps) some passages in Bradley's Appearance and Reality, Essays, and 
Logical and the frequent appeal in Cook Wilson's Statement and Inference to what 
we "feel'. Thus, e.g., i. 26: * We feel that we understand better . . i. 338: "... a 
distinction [sc. that between thought and perception] which vie feel must somehow 
be maintained', &c. "Feeling', in such contexts, appears to mean an experience 
which is intellectual rather than sensuous — ^an intellectual experience, of which 
we are sure, though (so long as it remains feeling) we can give no reasons for our 
assurance. 
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and so to bring and hold before the mind the distinct and distinctly- 
related elements which the felt totality implies. 

2. In both these forms of the division, the immediate member of 
the antithesis is supposed to constitute (or to provide) the datum, 
material, or foimdation, of the discursive member with which it is 
contrasted. 

Thus’' (a ) — on the lower level of the division — all our knowledge 
by way of judgement or inference (and by way of conception, if 
any knowledge comes that way — a point to be considered later)® 
rests, in the last resort, upon a datum or daia of sense which it 
interprets ; upon sensible materials which it forms or elaborates ; 
upon what we feel (i.e. are sentiently aware of), sensate, or perceive, 
that being the solid foundation guaranteeing its validity and truth. 

And again (6) — on the higher level of the division, as we find it 
set forth, for example, in Aristotle's Posterior Analytics or in the 
Regulae of Descartes — ^the judgements and demonstrations, which 
form the body of a science, logically presuppose certain primary 
‘intelligibles’. These primary inteUigibles are, in their own 
proper nature, individual facts or reals; i.e. each of them is 
a unitary total object, self-evident (or immediately manifest) to 
an undivided intellectual act (an intuitive or conceptual appre- 
hension). In Aristotle’s theory, for example (to work with that 
as an illustration), such primary intelligibles are the Forms, 
Infimae Species, Essential Natures — arojoa eJSy, ra rL etvai. In 
their own proper nature, each of them is an individual fact or 
reality, to be apprehended all at once, amd at a stroke, by an 
undivided act of intuitive thought: each of them is a vorqrov, 
immediately manifest in its concrete unity to an act of vorjms. But 
these individual facts can be 'unfolded' or analysed — can be 
expressed in the expanded form of definitions (as Stavoijrd, in Aoyot) . 
And it is thus that they are used by the discursive thought of 
science. For all the demonstrations of a science (according to 
Aristotle’s theory) are based, m the end, upon certain immediate 
(indemonstrable) premisses {afieaoi irpordcreis), and are controlled 
by (must conform to) certain indemonstrable principles or axioms. 
The former, in ultimate analysis, are definitions in which the man 
of science expands his immediate knowledge (his intuitive or 
conceptual -thought) of certain forms or essential nat-ures — ^in 

^ I a.Tn only concerned at present to cliaracteri^ the two main levels or forms 
of the division roughly and in general i a more detailed and accurate account will 
be attempted later (cl below, pp. 68-72). * Cf. below, § ii. 
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Euclidean geometry, for example, definitions of plane figure and 
its specific t37pes or differentiations (triangle, square, circle, &c.). 
The latter are the principles of reasoning ia general (the ‘laws 
of thought’), and the more special principles (if such there be) of 
reasoning within each sphere or department of being (the laws of 
geometrical, biological, moral, reasoniug) ; and they too depend, 
in ultimate analysis, upon an immediate knowledge (a conceptual 
or intuitive apprehension) of the nature of reality as such and ia 
general, or of the nature of the special sphere of reality in question.' 

Thus, here too (m this, as well as in the preceding, form of the 
division), the immediately known provides the materials, and is 
the basis and guarantee, of the rest of our knowledge — of all that 
we know by discursive or mediate thinking. 

3. Now it seems to follow that any logician, who accepts and 
works with this division (on either of its levels or in either of its 
forms), is committed to the search for a datum or data. If, that is 
to say, the subject of his study (knowledge, cognizant experience, 
or whatever may be its most appropriate name) is thus divided, 
his first task must be to set out those facts, realities, or truths, 
which are self-evident and immediately apprehended, and which 
therefore constitute the materials arid foundations of every thing 
else within this domain. He is boimd, it would seem, to point thern 
out and enumerate them— and if possible to show that they are 
self-evident, and wherein their common character, qua self- 
evident, consists. This, at any rate, is the task which I propose 
to attempt in the present study. 

A. The Division on its Lower Level- 

§7 

Let us begin with the division on its lower level, and let us first 
describe it more fully and accurately. 

(a) What we know immediately is what we feel, sensate, 
sensuously perceive— facts or a fact with which we are directly iii 

Cf. above, pp. 21—2. The laws of thought, i.e. the xoim d^uo/iara presupposed 
in Miy and every demonstratioii, are definitions of ri Sv jj Sy. Similarly (though 
Aristotle does not expressly say so, and perhaps could not have agreed) if th^e 
axe any special laws to which the reasoning in each department of reality must 
conform— axioms or principles, for example, of geometrical, or again of biological 
demonstration^they would be definitions of that kind of Being (e.g. of Space, or 
of Life), -^d, in ultimate analysis, all these definitions are expanded statements 
or transcriprions of what we know by a direct and undivided intellectual intuition 
or conception— in which the central character of reality (or of space, of life, &c.) 
is given at a stroke, and given infallibly as what it is. ’ ’ ' 
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contact— *-fax:t which is givai or presented. Our knowing is the 
awareness, the apprehension, of data of the outer senses (shapes, 
colours, sounds, tastes, &c.) ; and of the data of what may be called 
the inner sense (sentience or feeling), for example, the thoughts, 
desires, passions, &c., occurring in ourselves — ^to which we may 
attend, or which we may notice by introspection.* 

If, in this kind of experience, there is activity or act on our side, 
this is preliminary to the knowiug itself, not a part of it. It is a 
preparatory adjustment — ^like the opening, moving, focusing of 
the eyes, the turning of the ear, the bending of the fingers — ^Uke 
‘the turning our attention back’ upon our own inner states or 
processes which we are to observe or notice in introspection.^* The 
knowing itself is a being ahve or awake to, a taking in of, a fact 
which confronts us. The fact, whether physical or psychical, 
whether of ‘outer’ or of ‘inner’ sense, is ‘given’, ‘presented’, or 
‘presents itself’. To know it is simply to ‘accept’ or ‘receive’ it 
as it is in its own independent nature. 

In this first kind of cognizant experience, then, we are essentially 
receptive. Our knowing is, in principle, a passive acceptance. We 
may call it a sensuous or sentient awareness of given or presented 
facts, including under ‘facts’ our own inner states and changes. 
Essentially receptive, passive in principle — ^for even if acceptance 
or reception implies in some sense an act of mind, is the exercising 
of a mental capacity or power, still this act of mind is not supposed 
to determine or modify the datum. That, i.e. the fact which, in this 
immediate experience, we apprehend, is what it is ; presents itself 
as it is ; and remains what it is, and as it is, indifferently before, 
during, and after our reception or knowledge of it. 

( 5 ) This first kind of knowledge, this immediate sensuous or 
sentient awareness of given fact, is contrasted with (and yet is in 
some sense the material and basis of) a second kind, a discursive or 
thiTiking cognizance. There are different and mutually inconsistent 
theories of the nature of this second kind of knowledge, the 
knowledge which takes the form of judgement or inference, and 
of its exact relation to the first. But on the whole it would be 
agreed that, in judgement or inference, the mind is active, rather 
than receptive ; and constructive (or co-operating in a growth or 


^ I am borrowing certain phrases from Russell, The Problems of Philosophy, 
pp. 80-1 ; but accommodating them to my own purpose. Russell must not be held 
responsible for what I say. 

^ The act of * reflecting', as Locke calls it. Essay, ii. i, § 4, &c. 



70 THE SEARCH FOR A DATUM 

development), not accepting or beholding a present or presented 
object. If, that is to say, in judgement or inference, we are in 
contact with fact, the contact is indirect or mediate. The know- 
ledge, which takes the form of judgement or inference, is primarily 
and essentially a discursive or mediating activity. Our ‘ knowing' 
is the thinking, is the discursus itself, not an awareness to which 
it leads and in which it terminates.* 

This las t point — ^viz. that in judgement and inference the dis- 
cursive movement itself is the knowing — comes out clearly in two 
generally recognized characteristics of judgement and inference. 
Thus (i) it is a commonplace that there is no object of judgement 
or inference; i.e. no object to be judged or infeited, as there is an 
object felt, seen, heard, tasted, perceived. I feel anger or desire, 
I hear sound, see colour, perceive a face or its contour ; but there 
is nothing which, in any analogous sense, I judge or infer. I ‘ judge ’ 
that S is P: not S, or P, or SP as a single concrete fact; I judge, for 
example, that the dog is mad ; not the dog, or mad, or the mad-dogj 
‘To judge the dog’ is to pass judgement upon him; i.e. a mere 
linguistic abbreviation for judging, for instance, that he is a good 
or bad specimen of his breed. Similarly, I ‘infer’ that S, because it 
is M, is P — ^that the dog, because he is mad, is dangerous. I do not 
infer S or M or P ; or even SMP as a total organized or articulated 
fact — as an individual object confronting me with its elements in 
their systematic connexion. It is a mere linguistic abbreviation 
(analogous to ‘judging the dog’), if I am said to infer hydrophobia 
(from the dog’s symptoms) or danger (from the mad dog’s bite). 
Nobody supposes that, if I infer hydrophobia or danger, I am 
cognizant of them as objects: i.e. directly apprehending them. 

(ii) It is sometimes said that to judge or infer is to construct a 
total object (a complex, or rather ‘concrete’, fact) by a function of 
analysis and S3mthesis — to bring it, bit by bit, before the mind. 
To say this, is to emphasize rightly that the total object is not there 
excq)t by being ‘ brought ’. It is, in other words, the active process 
of constructing, the bringing before the mind, which characterizes 
this kind of knowledge and distinguishes it from feeling, sensation, 
sense-perception.. But there is an obvious one-sidedness in tbis 
account of the matter. ‘Construction’ suggests a spontaneous and 
arbitrary activity of our thought ; as if ‘ to judge ’ or ‘ to infer ’ were 
to create the detail which is being brought before the mind— to 
create, if not its items, at least their connexions. And if so, judge- 

^ Cl above, p. 54. 
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ment and inference would be forms, not of knowledge, but of 
creative imagination. To judge or infer would be to compose — ^Uke 
the poet or musician— not to know like the man of science. Hence 
there is a tendency to substitute for this one-sided account another. 
Judgement or inference, it is said, is essentially an activity or 
a process — ^but one of discovery, not of construction. But this 
account also is plainly inadequate. For what is discovered, is there 
—or is commonly assmned to be there— before and independently 
of the discovery. America, for example, was there before Columbus 
discovered it. It was there, with its own independent existence and 
nature ; for otherwise, though he might have invented it, he could 
not have discovered it. Philosophical reflection, perhaps, may 
shake this common assumption, or lead to a more guarded state- 
ment of it ; but prima facie, at any rate, it is mere common sense 
that what is discovered must be there to be discovered, and cannot 
in any way depend upon or be affected by the process of discovery. 
But now it does most certainly seem nonsense to say that the 
intelligible domain of a science is there before, and independently 
of, the judgements or inferences which are the science. It seems 
nonsense, for example, to attribute to Euchdean space an existence 
and a nature before and independently of the science of Euclidean 
geometry. If, that is, by ‘ Euchdean space ’ we mean the system of 
spatial forms, which is known by way of judgement and inference 
— the total or commensurate ‘domain’ of the science of Euchdean 
geometry ; then that space, that object or reahty, exists and is actual 
only in the sustaining medium of the thought — ^in and by virtue 
of the reasoning, which is the science. And its nature, what it 
really is, is what it grows into, or becomes, by help of the inteUectual 
activity which, according to this inadequate account, is a process 
of discovery.^ Moreover, apart from this diflEiculty, to identify 
judgement and inference with an activity or process of discovery, 
is in effect to cancel the supposed essential distinction between two 
kinds of knowledge (‘immediate’ and ‘discursive’). If, in judge- 
ment and inference, the activity of the mind is discovery, its 
knowing is not the discursus, but a direct apprehension or aware- 
ness which supervenes upon, and terminates, the latter. The 
process (like Columbus’s voyage) is a mere preliminary to a know- 
ledge as immediate as the explorer’s vision of the land. 

We must try, therefore, to think of judgement and inference in 
such a way as to combine what there is of truth in these two 

* Cf. above, pp. 56 fi. 
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one-sided accounts^ while eliminating their obvious defects. In 
judgement or inference a detail is emerging, is coming bit by bit 
before the mind. But this emergence, this coming out, must be 
recognized, on the one hand, as a genuine self-development of a 
total object ; as a growth into its own full being and stature of a 
* reality^ or ‘objective fact' — ^and, on the other hand, as a process 
or activity in which our thought co-operates, which our discursive 
thinking assists. The emergence, in short, demands on our side an 
eliciting ; the coming out, the coming before the mind, is — ^if we 
lay due stress upon the part we necessarily play in the matter — a 
bringing out, a bringing before the mind.^ 

We are to assume then that the total subject-matter of logic 
is, in principle, sundered into two sets of cognizant experiences. 
Experiences in the j&rst set are sensuous and immediate. Those in 
the second set are intellectual and discursive and founded upon 
the former. Having made this assumption we are to search for a 
datum or data amongst the experiences which are ‘immediate'. 
There are experiences ‘in which we are sensuously or sentiently 
aware of given or presented facts' — ‘sensations', ‘sentiences', or 
‘ feelings ' of our ‘ inner ' states, and ‘ sense-perceptions '. Sensation, 
sentience, feeling, sense-perception, are vague terms ; they are not, 
in normal usage, equivalents ; and they cover an enormous variety 
of our actual experiences. Is it maintained that all our feelings, 
sensations, and sense-perceptions are alike and equally entitled 
to rank as self-evident data ; i.e. that every one of them guarantees 
itself, with the same absolute and unquestionable right, as a solid 
foimdation for the discursive ‘thinking', which (in the form of 
judgement and inference) is to complete the edifice of knowledge ? 
If this rather improbable doctrine is to be maintamed, then what 
is the common character of these infinitely various experiences, by 
possessing which they all are self-evident ? Or if it is maintained 
that some only of these actual experiences are ‘immediate appre- 
hensions of self-evident fact ', then which are we to select and why ? 
And what are the seh-evident facts they reveal ? 

Consider first sense-perceptions. 

^ Cf. R. L. Nettleship, Philosophical Lectures and Remains, vol. i, p. i6 : ' Growth 
of experience, its becoming more, may thus be represented as growth of structure, 
or a process in which we come to be more ** constructive **, to put more together, to 
find more in things, to get more out of them. (All these are equivalent expressions, 
for our experience is “we”, and it makes no difierence whether we represent our- 
selves as making it or as finding it ; sometimes one, and sometimes the other way 
of speaking com^ more naturally.) * 
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§ 8. (I) The search for a datum in sense-perception 

I. The experiences, which would commonly be called sense- 
perceptions, are bewildering in their variety and extent. Let 
me quote a few examples to give some idea of their range. 

I ‘perceive’, for example, the whole of what now falls within 
the range of my vision; the whole, even, of what has been 
‘brought’ within that range by any arti&cial arrangement or 
instrument (by mirrors, say, by a telescope or microscope) ; and 
any constituent part of these total fields. One may perceive, for 
example, the weald of Sussex or a blade of grass; the starry 
heavens or a flash of lightning ; one’s own back, when reflected in 
mirrors; the nerve-cell and its nucleus tmder the microscope. 
Similarly one may ‘perceive’ the whole chorus of the birds at 
day-break, the chord blendmg in its unity the contributions of all 
the instruments of the orchestra: and one may ‘perceive’ (so it 
would be said with equal right) the single alarm-note of the black- 
bird, the voice of a friend, the beat of a drum. All these also one 
would be said to ‘ perceive ’ when ‘ brought ’ within the range of one’s 
hearing by, for example, the telephone, gramophone, or wireless. 
Again, I perceive (feel through the sense of touch) the whole contour 
of the box I grasp within my hand— or any knob or pattern on its 
surface. Or, lastly, Iperceivethefullcharacteristicflavour(arichly 
variegated unity) of a vintage port ; or (equally) I perceive the 
distinctive quality of its taste, its special sweetness or astringency. 

Is there, then, a definite character or characteristics in which aU 
such experiences agree — and in virtue of which they are, one and 
all, ‘immediate’? 

One is inclined at first to say, unhesitatingly, ‘ Yes ’. For, within 
every sense-perception, we can (or must), on reflection, distinguish 
two opposed and correlated factors — ^viz. an experiencing and an 
experienced, a sense-perceiving and a sense-perceived. And, if we 
make this distinction, it is not difi&cult to show («) that every 
sense-perception is a wholly present, processless, and unbroken 
totality, and in that sense ‘immediate’ ; and further (6) that it is 
a precise and direct correlation of its opposed factors, and so 
‘immediate’ in a second and more relevant sense. ‘If we make 
this distinction ’ — ^for perhaps to make it is eo ipso to treat sense- 
perception as not genuinely immediate.* But the view before us 
can hardly be stated without some such distinction ; for if there is 

• Cf. below, pp. 172-8. 
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to be a datum, something ‘given’ior ‘presented’, there must be, con- 
trasted with it, an ‘accepting’ or ‘receiving’. 

Thus (a) a sense-perception is essentially and entirely ‘present’, 
rmbroken and without process, whether we consider severally the 
character of its factors, or the character of the whole they insepa- 
rably constitute. Considered on its ‘subjective’ side, as a sense- 
perceiving, it is a single ‘present’ consciousness, all ‘now’ and (if 
we can apply spatial predicates to it at all) all ‘here’. It is an 
undivided awareness — ^not two or more (simultaneous or successive) 
awarenesses linked together. Or if we think of perceiving as an ‘act, ’ 
rather than a ‘state’ of awareness — ^as an active acceptance or 
apprehension,* then the ‘act’ is ‘whole’, ‘complete,’ and ‘processless’; 
it is, in Aristotle’s terminology,® an euipyeia in the strict and proper 
sense, not a Konjais. The ‘perceiving’, no doubt, ‘endures’; but 
its duration is (for the percipient) comprised, as a timeless and 
imbroken whole, within what some psychologists call ‘the specious 
present’. This perceiving, though it includes within its span a 
temporal lapse, is, qm perceiving, all rmdividedly ‘now’. 

Similarly, the sense-perceived (the whole experience considered 
on its objective side, as ‘ an experienced ’) is immediate in this sense 
— a. single present object. It contains distinguishable (perhaps 
even separable) parts or elements, qualities, and relations, &c. ; 
and it may comprise successive events or phases ; yet, qua per- 
ceived, it is aU at once and all together, indivisibly one and whole. 
It is wholly present — ^unbroken within a single ‘now’ and ‘here’. 
It is an and wholly ‘ now ’ — ^though its ‘ now ’ embraces a section of a 
temporal flow, and is (so to speak) a frozen or timeless duration, 
thus corresponding to tte ‘now’ (the specious present) of the ‘per- 
ceiving ’. And it is all and wholly ‘ here ’ — ^though its ' here ’ covers 
an area which may vary almost indefinitely in extent ; or passes 
into unbroken unity many ‘heres’ and many ‘theres’. 

And ip) every sense-perception is immediate in the second 
(seemingly more rdevant) sense. For it is nothing but the correla- 
tion of this ‘perceiving’ and its ‘perceived’ ; and the correlation is 
direct, neither reqmring nor admitting a middle or mediating link. 
It is immediate, i.e. unmediated and incapable of mediation. 

Between the percipient’s eye or ear and the objects he perceives, 
physical media (and sometimes also physical instruments) inter- 
vene. But that is irrelevant to the immediacy of the sense-percep- 
tion. For between the percipient’s conscious state or act (between 

' Cf. above, p. 69. . » cf. x, ch. 4. 
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his ‘perceiving’) and its correlative (the ‘perceived’) nothing is 
(nothing need or can be) interposed. Within each sense-percep- 
tion, ‘the perceiving’ is of ‘the perceived’; and ‘the perceived’ is 
by ‘ the perceiving ’. Each is the commensurate and direct correla- 
tive of the other; and the sense-perception is nothing but the 
correlation. 

2. We seem then to have got our answer — a p lain affirmative. 
Every sense-perception is immediate in the two senses just ex- 
plained. It is a wholly present, processless, and unbroken totality ; 
and it is a direct correlation of two commensurate opposites. But 
neither of these characteristics — ^let us call the first ‘presentness’, 
and reserve the term ‘immediacy’ for the second — ^is peculiar to 
sense-perceptions ; and neither of them is really relevant to our 
present search. 

The same presentness and the same immediacy characterize not 
sense-perception only, but memory also, judgement and inference 
— all forms of ‘cognizant experience’ or ‘knowledge’. They can 
be shown to characterize even imagination — an experience which 
nobody would claim to be an ‘immediate apprehension of self- 
evident fact’ and many people would hesitate to regard as an 
apprehension of fact at all. 

Consider a few examples. I remember an incident of my school- 
days ; picture the execution of Mary Queen of Scots or the murder 
of Desdemona ; judge that there will probably be a parliamentary 
crisis in France next year or that ‘it is the nature of a thinking 
being to form true and adequate thoughts’ ;* infer that ‘given the 
economic conditions of life in a modem industrial state, inflation 
of the currency must ruin certain classes of the population’. 
Within each of these experiences (within the memory, the imagina- 
tion, the judgements, the inference) there are an ‘experiencing’ 
and ‘an experienced’, (i) each present and processless m the sense 
explained ; and (ii) each the commensurate opposite of the other 
in a direct correlation. 

(i) Presentness : In judgement and inference beyond doubt, and 
probably also in memory and imagination, the experiencing is dis- 
cursive — a movement or a development with distinguishable steps 
or stages. Yet it clearly is also entire and undivided in its form ; — a 
consciousness formally single and present; ‘whole’ without parts 
and their relations, ‘now’ without internal stages or transitions. 
There is no memory or imagination, no judgement or inference, 

^ Spinoza, Tractatus de Jntellectus Emendatime, ed. Van Vloten and Land, i. 25. 
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nnlRSfi the act of experiencing, however much it is discursive, is 
also a single ‘present’ remembering, imagining, judging, inferring ; 
— thi s undivided and processless ‘state’ or ‘act’ of consciousness, 
embracing the entirety of ‘ the experienced ’ within its formal unity . * 
‘The entirety of the experienced’; for ‘the experienced’ too is 
formally ‘present’ — ^undividedly ‘here’ and unbrokenly ‘now’— 
in a corresponding sense, although it is also (from another point of 
view) a whole developing and constructed, emerging bit beside 
bit, and bit after bit, by help of the discursive activity of thought.* 
The imagined execution of the Queen of Scots is the undivided 
entirety of what I am now imagining — a total scene fixed, unified, 
and circumscribed by my ‘present’ imaginative act. The remem- 
bered incident is what fills my present consciousness ; a complex 
detail solidified within a single ‘here’, and frozen within a single 
‘now’, by this my act of remembering. 

It will be objected, perhaps, that ‘the experienced’ within a 
judgement or an inference cannot be regarded in this way. ‘The 
intellect’s function of forming true and adequate thoughts’, or 
‘ the necessary connexion of inflation and the ruin of the rentier 
class’ — neither of these is a ‘single present scene’ or an ‘unbroken, 
unitary, event’, solid within one ‘here’ and frozen within one 
‘now’. Each is a content or a nexus, either timeless and universal, 
or at any rate commensurate in dmration and extent with the 
actual existence and duration of ‘thinking beings’ or civilized 
societies. But the objector has forgotten the assumptions to which 
the contention he is criticizing is subject. These assumptions may 
prove, on farther examination, to be imtenable. Still, so long as 
they are made, the judgement and the inference are to be considered 
as ‘actual cognizant experiences’; and within each of them ‘an 
experienced’ is to be distinguished from ‘an experiencing’. Now, 
such ‘an experienced’ is obviously not-the (relatively) everlasting 
and indefinitely extending nexus, to which the objector refers. It is 
precisely that fragment of the ‘ total fact ’ — ^that limited and partial 
appearance of the ‘real’ or ‘objective’ nexus — ^which is gripped 
within this single act, within ‘my’ or ‘your’ or ‘his’ judging or 
inferring. ‘ The experienced ’, in short, is neither more nor less than 
the commensurate correlative of ‘the experiencing’; a ‘content’ 
made formally one and formally processless by the formal unity 
and presentness’ of the ‘containing’ (or ‘comprehending’) 
intellectual act. 

^ Cf. above, pp. 44-6. 


® Cl above, pp. 70-2. 
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(ii) Directness of correlation: every one of these experiences 
(every memory, judgement, inference, imagination) is, as obviously 
as every sense-perception, immediate in the further sense that 
each of them is a direct correlation of its ‘experiencing’ and its 
‘ experienced Each is a correlation that is direct ; i.e. umnediated 
and incapable of mediation. The directness of the correlation is 
indisputable — ^if indeed it is a correlation at all. For correlation, 
it must be admitted, seems an inadequate notion to apply to the 
very intimate union which fuses together an act of experiencing 
and its experienced. For the supposed correlatives — and this 
criticism applies to sense-perceiving and the sense-perceived no 
less than to the other ‘ experiencings ’ and their ‘ experienceds ’ — are 
the complementary sides of a single concrete fact, rather than two 
factors in reciprocal relation. Is the curve a correlation of concave 
and convex? or is that which ‘embraces’, ‘grips’, ‘contains’, in 
any reasonable sense correlative with that which it contains or 
embraces ? 

We are thus thrown back upon our original problem, having 
advanced not one inch towards its solution. We were ‘to search 
for a datum in sense-perception’; to test the claim that sense- 
perception is an ‘immediate apprehension of self-evident fact’; 
that in all — or at least in some — of those actual experiences, which 
are commonly reckoned as sense-perceptions, we are directly (and 
therefore infallibly) aware of a fact presented, or presenting itself, 
directly and simply as it is. All that we have done is to show that 
every sense-perception is immediate, because it is a sense-perceiv- 
ing, undivided and all-now, directly correlated with a sense-per- 
ceived which is (correspondingly) all-one without seam, and 
all-at-once without process. But even if every sense-perception is 
such a correlation, this immediacy is not the kind of immediacy 
which we set out to find. For the characters in which this imme- 
diacy consists are the ‘presentness’ of each of the correlates, and 
the 'directness' of the correlation. But these same characters 
must also and equally be attributed to every judgement, inference, 
memory, and even to every imagination. ‘Immediacy’ in this 
sense, immediacy consisting in such presentness and such direct- 
ness, is purely formal, characterizing all these experiences, qua 
‘actual’, in respect of the mere form of their actuality. 

Let me try to bring out a little more clearly the distinction 
between the ‘ formal ’ immediacy which characterizes every one of 
these cognizant experiences, and the immediacy which we set out 
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to find — ^the immediacy which is claimed to be the special character 
of our sensuous and sentient awareness. Every actual judgement, 
inference, memory, or imagination is ‘immediate ’ as regards the 
form of its actuality. Each of them, that is a direct correlation — 
and each of the correlata is seamlessly whole and present all at 
once without process. 

But it is observed* that, here at all events, the ‘experiencing’ is 
also discursive — a movement or development with distinguishable 
steps or stages ’. And it is equally obvious that (in one sense, at 
any rate) the ‘ experienced ’ transcends any single ‘ here and now ’ .* 
‘ The essential function of the thinking being ’, for example, or ‘ the 
unequal incidence of the hardships of inflation’ — ^what each of 
these phrases expresses primarily and naturally, is an objective 
nexus, a total fact or character of fact, which is ‘experienced’ — 
i.e. becomes manifest and known — ^in the judgement or inference. 
And obviously ‘ the experienced ’, so imderstood, is other, and more, 
than the direct commensurate correlative of any ‘single, present 
act’ of experiencing. The very act of experiencing either of these 
total facts — ^the very act of judging the one, or inferring the other 
— ogives to it, or elicits in it, a character essentially transcending 
any single ‘now’ and ‘here’, transcending the maximum field 
which could be gripped within the span of a single direct awareness. 
To judge the one, and to infer the other, is to think of something 
as articulately (not ‘seamlessly’) whole; and to think of it as 
‘complete without process’, not because it is comprised entire within 
a ‘specious present’, but because it conserves and manifests itself 
tunelessly — ^i.e. without, and untouched by, temporal change — 
throughout its whole duration. 

Similarly, to touch briefly upon the remaining examples,^ that 
which I remember or predict in the natural sense and reference of 
the terms is not present; not here-and-now; not whole without 
divisions and coimexions, nor complete without process ; not such 
as to be given’ or to ‘give itself’, to a directly accepting aware- 
ness. It is, on the contrary, such as to be recalled and re-consti- 
tuted, or to be constructed and inferred, by intellectual activities 
essentially mediating and discursive. "S^at happened to me at 
^ool, what will happen in France next month;— these ‘facts’ or 
‘events’ axe anything but ‘seamless unities’, anything but 
‘simultaneities without process’, anything but solid items of 
reality to be apprehended at a stroke by a directly confronting 

* Cf. p. 75. * Cf. p. 76. » Cf. p. 75. 
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and accepting consciousness. Precisely so far as we remember or 
predict, our ‘experiencing’ transcends the ‘now-here’; and the 
‘experienced’, in memory or prediction, must fill a time (and may 
fill a place) excluding and excluded from our ‘present’. 

So, to imagine the execution of the Queen of Scots is to visualize 
it as it occurred, i.e. as a past and distant section of the historical 
flow. From one point of view, no doubt, such an imagination is the 
gazing upon the successively presented phases of a single scene — 
a scene which is framed within the specious present of one visualiz- 
ing state or act. But the formal unity of our ‘present’ visualizing 
presupposes, and focuses, in itself, a vast amount of discursive 
intellectual activity. The scene is ‘presented’ and ‘present’ to us, 
only because we have collaborated (and are still collaborating) to 
constitute it. It is essentially constructed out of incidents we 
remember from our historical reading — ^though while ‘visualizing’ 
the constructed whole we are not conscious of the activities in- 
volved in its construction and maintenance. 

I have dwelt (perhaps too long) upon these obvious considerations 
because the character which is claimed for sense-perception stands 
out, and is defined, by contrast with the mediateness of these other 
experiences. In short, the immediacy, which is in question, is not 
‘formal’ and abstract, but (like their mediateness) ‘materiaV and 
real. 

We perceive^ such scenes, things, events, qualia, &c., as, for 
example, the weald of Sussex or a blade of grass, the starry 
heavens or a flash of lightning, an orchestral chord or the voice of 
a friend, the full-bodied flavour of a vintage port or its peculiar 
astringency. What we perceive, in other words (like what we re- 
member, predict, defer or imagine), is — ^in the only natural 
meaning of the phrase — ^the fact, scene, event ‘ itself ’. It is ih's, we 
suppose, of which we are cognizant in perception; something 
actual and real, and not the mere formal correlate of the act of 
perceiving. 

The immediacy, then, which is claimed for sense-perception 
amounts to this; that all or some of these actual scenes, things, 
events, qualia, are (severally) solid and complete within one ‘here 
and now’,' and in that soli^ty and completeness manifest them- 
selves entire and at a stroke to our perceiving. The immediacy is 
‘material and real’. The things themselves and their actual 
qualities (the Res and Realia) and the awareness we have of them 

^ See above, p. 73. 
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in perception, are (it is claimed) through and through, utterly and 
without reserve, immediate — ^i.e. in no sense bit-beside-bit or bit- 
after-bit ; in no sense affected in their existence or character by 
what precedes, succeeds, or environs them ; in no sense linked to 
one another by any third or middle, so that ‘perceived’ and 
‘perceiving’ unite orfy through an intermediary to constitute the 
sense-perception. 

3. That, and no less, is the claim we have to examine. And it is 
a claim for which there is no particle of evidence. 

But the claim, it will be said, is precisely that sense-perceptions 
(all or some) are immediate. ‘And if they are immediate, their 
immediacy — ^both that it is and what it is — crests ex hypothesi upon 
nothing but itself. No evidence can (or need) be offered for that 
which evidences itself.! 

It is, then, a claim for which (by the admission of those who 
make it) there is, and can be, no particle of evidence. But, never- 
theless, it is a claim which can be adequately refuted. It is im- 
possible to show, in each and every sense-perception, that its 
apparent immediacy is illusory; since that would involve proving 
a negative of each and every member of an infinite or inexhaustible 
plurality. But it is not difficult to show the ‘mediateness’, of any 
single sense-perception which may be produced. The refutation, 
in short, will take the form of a challenge. ‘Produce your sense- 
perception', we shall say in effect to those who make the claim; 
‘and we will expose its immediacy. And since the exposure will 
plaMy rest upon its character as sense-perception, and not upon 
its singularity as this (and not that) example, we shall be entitled 
to regard the refutation as adequate.’ 

We sxe to take an actual sense-perception — ^say, this sense- 
perception in which I now perceive a flash of lightning — ^and try 
to show that it is not immediate in the sense supposed : viz. that 
it is not the direct awareness of an independent fact; of a solid 
constituent of reality, presenting itself, entire and complete, to 
the passively accepting observer. And, in this examination of the 
actual sense-perception, we are to forget— so far as we can— the 
conclusions which have been reached by philosophical reflection 
upon perception, by philosophical analysis and criticism of per- 
ceptual experience. We are to take the sense-perception — so far as 
we can— as the unsophisticated percipient himself experiences it ; 
to consider it, as it is /or the percipient while it lasts and fills his 
conscious being. 
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In perceiving this flash of lightning, then, I am cognizant— I take 
myself to be cognizant— of a ‘public event’ ; a single, individual, 
change open to the perceivings of mnumerable observers. 

This public event — ^this ‘ real ’ flash — combines in its singleness, 
in its individual being, a characteristic variety; and is so far 
describable. I should describe it, for example, as ‘ a brilliant streak 
of bluish light sharply defined against the black sky; with a 
characteristic (and measurable) zigzag outline; with “its own” 
singular (and assignable) position, date, and duration’.* 

Now, no doubt these characters of the ‘real flash’ are ‘present’ 
to all the perceivings, and ‘ appear ’ within all the ‘ perceived fields ’ 
(the visual fields or perspectives) which the various perceivings 
comprise and define. But it is clear, when we consider the matter, 
that they are not exhausted in these their ‘presentments’ or 
‘appearances’ — ^not thus ‘given’ either complete or unmodified. 
They, in their own proper and ‘public’ nature as characters of the 
public event, are neither merely, nor precisely identical with, any 
(or all) of their ‘private’ appearances. They are more, and other, 
than each and all of their presentments within the ‘visual fields’ 
or ‘perspectives’. For (i) the characters as they are ‘presented’ 
and ‘ appear ’ — as they are comprised within a ‘ visual field ’ — ^are in 
part determined by the ‘ perceiving ’, and vary with its differences. 
Different observers, for example, bring to bear in their ‘ perceivings ’ 
powers of eyesight, and attention, var 5 dng in acuteness, precision, 
intensity, &c. Thus, the flash, as it ‘ appears ’ (as it is snapshotted) 
in their visual fields, will present different and conflicting colours 
and outlines. Its ‘blue’ will differ in intensity, illumination, and 
perhaps in shade; its ‘zigzag’ will vary in degree of definition, &:c. 
But, if so, the ‘real’ colour and outline of the flash ‘itself’ are 
different from some, and perhaps from all, of these ‘presentments’ 
— ^though doubtless ‘such as to account for’ the latter. Again (ii) 
the location of the percipient’s body (say, at Oxford or at Reading) 
contributes to determine the orientation and range of his visual 
field. The flash, therefore, qua ‘presented’ or ‘appearing’ to 
different percipients, will vary (to some extent) in position and 
magnitude. Its ‘perceived’ position and magnitude are propor- 
tioned to the total area of the visual field, and adjusted to the 

* In the end, of course, no description can *smgularize' (adequately exhibit the 
singularity of) the flash, or any of its characters; but, subject to this reservation, 
it is possible, within what is called ‘the* spatio-temporal series, to specify uniquely 
determinate positions and dates by reference to arbitrary, but commonly accepted, 
standards. 
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positions and magnitudes of the other constituents which form its 
context in that ‘field’. But the real ‘where’ (or the real magni- 
tude) of ‘the flash itself’, though doubtless they must be ‘such as 
to account for ’■ the differences in the ' presented wheres ’ and ‘ mag- 
nitudes ’ (to account for them, that is, given the variations of 
range and orientation, in the visual fields in question), plaiiily 
cannot be identified with any of them, or with all of them together. 
Lastly (iii) each ‘perceiving’ is now, but its ‘now’ is a specious 
present, i.e. a duration. And the now of one ‘perceiving’ (its 
specious present) need not be identical in span with the specious 
present, which is the now of another. The flash, as it is ‘ presented ’ 
or ‘ appears’, is always now, i.e. has a duration coincident with the 
'specious present’ of the correlative ‘perceiving’. But this, its 
‘perceived’, duration will vary (even if only infinitesimally) for 
different observers. Hence its ‘perceived’ duration cannot be 
identified with the real duration of the ‘flash itself’, even if in a 
given case or cases it may happen to coincide with it. For though 
doubtless the real duration is ‘such as to account for’ the varying 
presentments, it cannot itself vary. It is one, and one only: the 
same identical fraction of the same identical second in the history 
of the physical world. 

The ‘real flash’, then, with its ‘real’ colour, shape, place, and 
time, is not ‘presented’, completely and as such, in any visual 
field. It is not an object of perception, if that means the actual (or 
even the possible) correlate of an actual ‘perceiving’, of an aware- 
ness ‘ imm ediate ’ so as to exclude mediation. Nor is it an object of 
perception in the sense (if in that sense the phrase could be used) 
that it consists, and is made up, of aU its actual and possible 
‘presentments’. It is not a stock, a sum, or collection of the 
correlates of all actual and possible ‘perceivings’ ; and if, in each 
‘perceiving’, the percipient can be said to take or select a view of 
the ‘real flash’, the ‘taking’ or ‘selecting’ is, at all events, not the 
extraction of an actual constituent of the flash itself. The ‘real 
flash ’ cannot be ‘ given ’, precisely and adequately as it is. It could 
only be so ‘given’, if — ^and in this case the supposition is plainly 
absurd — ^its being were both percipi and percipere\ that is, if, 
instead of being a ‘physical event’, an ‘abstracted object of 
cognizance’, it were neither more nor less than a ‘self-awareness’, 
self-given — ^i.e. given to and hy itself ^ 

If therefore we ask : ‘ What is meant by the “ real flash ’ ’—by the 
* Cf. below, pp. 134-42. 
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“public event”, of which all the observers are (as they suppose) 
aware in their perceivings — ^by the “common object” (as it would 
be called) of their “perceptions”?’ the answer is plain, though 
it may be disconcerting. The ‘real flash’ is that which all the 
observers postulate on the ground of the ‘appearing flashes’ or 
presentments — ^postulate inevitably and instiactively so long as 
they remain on the perceptual level (i.e. uncritically perceptive). 
It is the product of an inexplicit and confused thinking, a thinking 
immersed in and inseparable from sensation. It is the hybrid 
offspring of that blend of sense and thought which goes by the 
name of ‘sense-perception’. And its hybrid character stares us in 
the face. For ‘sense-perception’ is a form of ‘knowledge’, a ‘cog- 
nizant experience’, in which the mind t hink s sensuously. There 
is ‘thought’ in sense-perception, but not thought free and explicit 
— ^not ‘thought’ which the percipient controls, or of which he is- 
even aware as ‘thought’. And in sense-perception the percipient 
‘sensates’ ; but, in sensating, his mind instinctively interprets the 
sensa, ‘forms’ or ‘constructs’ them, analyses and (in analysing) 
synthesizes them. There is, in sense-perception, no datum, no 
sensuous material, which does not involve in its very constitution 
this interpretative or formative discursus. And there is no 
‘thought’ in sense-perception (no intellectual discursus) which is 
not immersed in a datum it is contributing to constitute ; which is 
not subdued (so to speak) from its proper ‘freedom’ as thought, 
to a lower, quasi-mstinctive, level — ^the level of irreflective or 
perceptual cognizant experience. 

Hence, the so-called object of sense-perception — ^the ‘real flash’, 
for example, clothed in its ‘real’ perceptible characters — ^is 
(properly speaking) neither given nor constructed; neither sensible 
(or sensed) nor conceivable (or conceived). If these terms are to be 
used to designate it, it can only be called — ^by what seems a sheer 
contradiction — a ‘ construc ted datum’ or a ‘ sensible cmc& Mmn’. 

l ^ ' " * " I -- I i| III - ■ ^ •ii ^ 

In the account I have just given of the mediate character of 
sense-perception I have employed terms which belong to the 
‘reflective ’ level of knowledge — ^terms which when used to describe 
perception proper, perception as it is for the unsophisticated 
percipient, are apt to be misleading. 

Some further explanation — ^sufficient to guard against the grosser 
kinds of misunderstanding — ^will be offered later of the ‘ i nexplicit 
t,ynteig-^-of the ‘jii§tBictiye„,pc»lulating,..P5n5tmcting»-Jn±er- 
pretjng ’, &c., which I have mentioned. But, in the meantime. 
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there is a definite negative result to be recorded — & definite failure 
of the ‘search for a datvm in sense-perception’.* 

(a) We are not cognizant in sense-perception (as perhaps we are 
in more developed forms of knowledge) of anything that is, in any 
strict and proper sense, ‘ conceivable ’ or ‘ intelligible The ‘ object 
of perception’ is a ‘scene’, ‘thing’, or ‘event’, clothed (as the 
percipient supposes) in sensible qualities. It is not an intelligible 
unity or whole — ^not distinctly conceived elements intelligibly 
related. It is not such an ‘object’ — ^such an intelligible fact or 
reality — ^as thought, operating freely and in its own proper nature, 
might perhaps ‘construct’, and (in constructmg) ‘discover’ and 
bring before the mind. (5) But neither are we, in sense-perception, 
confined to the mere presentments and appearances — ^to the ‘visual 
fields’ or ‘perspectives’ which are correlative to the .singular 
‘perceivings’. The ‘object of perception’ — ^for example, the ‘real 
flash’ — ^transcends, is more and other than, the flash qua per- 
ceived, i.e. any and aU of its ‘presentments’. And this transcen- 
dence means that sense-perception is essentially and in principle 
‘discursive’ or ‘mediate’. It is not, as was claimed, ‘immediate’ 
in the real and material (and only relevant) sense. It is not a direct 
awareness of a ‘given’ fact or reality; not a special kind of 
‘knowledge ’, whole and complete without inner division or process, 
excluding (and contrasted with) a second (and inferior) kind — ^viz. 
‘knowledge’ mediate and discursive, or ‘knowledge’ in the form of 
judgement and inference. 

This negative result is only what might have been expected. 
The instability and confusion of perceptual experience have been 
exphasized throughout the history of philosophy ever since Plato 
wrote the famous passage in the Republic^' or even from the days 
of Parmenides and Zeno. Things and facts, as we ‘perceive’ them 
(as we know them on the level of unsophisticated perception) are 
inherently confused, paradoxical, and even self-contradictory. The 
more intelligent observers have never been content to take their 
perceptual experience ‘ as they find it ’, ‘ at its face value ’. They 
inevitably reflect, thus bringing to light the confusions that lie 
beneath the surface of the ‘facts’ as they perceive them. And as 
their reflection and criticism develop, the inexplicit interpretative 
assumptions which control then: mind in its perceptual experience 
are formulated as so many explicit theories. Since these theories, 
when thus formulated, are plainly confused, often paradoxical! 

* Cf. above, p. 73. » SasafE. 
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and sometimes nakedly self-contradictory, the critics have started 
on the road that leads first to science and then (by fresh reflection 
of the mind upon its scientific experience) to philosophy. 

4. Though the mediate character of sense-perception has been 
established, the terms in which it has been described require some 
further explanation. ^ What exactly is the discursive or mediate 
process involved? I spoke of ‘sensuous’ or ‘inexplicit’ thinking; 
of ‘quasi-instinctive’ postulating, conceiving, constructing, inter- 
preting. But ‘sensuous thinking’ is, on the face of it, a self- 
contradiction as glaring as a ‘standing fall’ or a ‘square circle’. 
‘Thinking’ is a vague term, capable of wide application; but does 
it retain any meaning at aU, when used beyond the range of 
explicit conception, judgement, or inference ? Yet nobody — except 
by an elementary confusion of perception with the judgement of, 
i.e. reflecting upon, perception — could maintain that ‘to perceive’ 
is (or implies) explicit conception, judgement, or inference. 
Similarly, ‘discursive’ and ‘mediate’ are predicates which— -in 
ordinary usage — qualify intellectual operations performed con- 
sciously, if not actually controlled, by the mmd ; and even if a 
‘qiaai= instinctive postulating, constructing, or Jnterpreting’ sug- 
gests some definite and recognizable process, there seems at first 
no reason to assume that it is intellectual — or that, though not 
intellectual, it is, like intellectual activity, ‘ discursive ’ or ‘ mediate ’. 

The issue raised by this objection is nothing less than the nature 
of thought itself in all its forms and at all its levels ; and, in par- 
ticular, the problem of ‘the relation of thought to consciousness’, 
to borrow Bosanquet’s convenient formulation.^ And in attempt- 
ing to discuss so large a problem, we should lose sight of the main 
object of this study — ^viz. the examination of the supposed division 
of knowledge. It seems possible, however, to throw some further 
light upon the ‘discursive’ or ‘mediate’ character of sense-percep- 
tion — enough at least to prevent the grosser kinds of misimder- 
standing. 

(a) Let me begin by correcting an error the whole preceding 
treatment may be thought to have endorsed by implication. ‘To 
search for a datum amongst our sense-perceptions’ suggests that 
there is within us a host of varied experiences — ^items of a collec- 
tion, each waiting to be singled out, to be studied bare and in 
isolation from the rest. It is as though the mind were a theatre in 
which various experiences appear and play their parts; as though 
^ Cf. above, p, 83. * The Nature of Mind, e.g. p. I59« 
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the knowing subject possessed feelings, sensations, perceptions, 
memories, imaginations, or acquired them from time to time and 
also, on occasion, exercised a function of discmsive thought. 

All this is a caricature of ‘a-mind-and-its-experiences’. For it 
leaves out of the reckoning the mind itself, and so distorts the 
‘facts’ it professes to be stud 3 dng. These facts, after all, are a 
diversity of a special kind — viz. the diversity in which a special 
kind of unity is constituted, maintained, and displayed. The unity 
of a mind throughout its experiences is the unity of a ‘self- 
consciousness ’, what one may call, in order to have a distinctive 
name, a spiritual unity; and the experiences, being the many of 
what is thus one, are a spiritual plurality. 

The experiences of a mind bear not the remotest analogy to the 
items of a collection. It may be necessary for certain sciences to 
assume that every one-of-many within the field of their inquiry is 
a sum of units, a complex of simple elements, a collection of items. 
But it is certain that, so long as we think in terms of such mathe- 
matical or mechanical categories, our speculations can have little 
or nothing to do with a mind and its experiences. 

There is a fairly close analogy between a mind and a living thing, 
between the spiritual and organic types of imity. The unity of a 
mind in its experiences is comparable in some respects to the unity 
of an organism in its vital fimctions or in the stages of its vital 
(physical) development. But though it is almost inevitable to 
think of the mind in terms drawn from the category of life — to 
speak of it, for example, as a spiritual life or development — ^the 
likeness must not be exaggerated. For, in the world of our 
experience, there are not any other ‘facts' — any other examples 
of unity-in-plurality, of identity-in-difference, of permanence-in- 
change — ^which are strictly analogous to ‘a mind', i.e. to a self- 
conscious subject of experiences. Though helpful up to a certain 
point the terminology of ‘life’ does not apply strictly. For in con- 
sidering a mind and its experiences, we are dealing with a many 
which contribute to constitute and mould the one to which they 
belong ; and with a one which though it ‘ owns ’, and even (in some 
sense) ‘makes’, its many, yet itself is ‘in the making’, is (in some 
sense) ‘made’ or ‘shaped’ by them. 

The mind is one throughout its many experiences; but its 
unitary being— its individual character — depends upon, is made 
and moulded by, the special variety it experiences. The ‘many’ 
in this case contribute to determine the character of their ‘one’. 
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And at the same time, what each experience is depends essentially 
upon the individual character of the mind which is experiencing. 
The ‘one’, in this case, contributes to determine the character of 
every item of its ‘many’ — contributes to make and mould each 
single experience. 

In calling attention to this general principle in regard to the 
unity of a mind, to this reciprocal determination of a mind by its 
experiences and of experiences by their mind, my object is merely 
to emphasize certain conditions which must be satisfied by any- 
thing that is to be ‘an experience’ at all; and so to fix the Mmits 
within which om: thought must move if we are to study an 
‘experience’ as such — ^in its proper character as an ‘experience’ 
and not in caricature. 

To be ‘a mind’ is to be a self-conscious subject of experiences; 
and the unity of the subject in its many experiences conforms 
(more or less, at different levels and in different degrees) io a 
certain type of union-of-a-manifold. Wherever, whenever, in so 
far as, there actually are ‘experiences’, or there actually is ‘a 
mind’, there, then and so far, the only way to conceive the facts 
without distortion is to think of them in terms neither of a mathe- 
matical sum, nor of a mechanical system, nor of an organic whole, 
but of a ‘spiritual’ union of a ‘spiritual’ variety. If anything is 
‘ one subject acquiring owning many ftxpfiriences’. it must b^ 
(and be conceived as) immanent in them and modified by them — ^inji 
some sense, therefore, it must make and mould, and be made and!\| 
moulded by, its many. And if any plurality is (and is to be con- ' 
ceived as) a many, of which the items are experiences, they must 
‘interpenetrate one another’ (in Bergson’s picturesque phrase) ; 
they must be, and be conceived as, modes and phases of a single 
immanent subject. In some sense, therefore, they — ^these modifi- 
cations of its ‘substance’, these varied expressions of its unitary 
being— must go to make it what it is; must go to mould and 
individualize their ‘one’, to constitute it ‘this subject of these 
experiences’. 

The use I am going to make of this general principle is not 
affected by certain difficulties as to its range and manner of appli- 
cation in detail. But it may prevent misunderstanding, if I mdi- 
cate briefly, without attempting to discuss them, the difficulties I 
have in view. There is (i) the question whether the non-human 
animals are ‘subjects of experiences’ or ‘souls’, even if not self- 
conscious subjects of experiences’ or ‘minds’; and, if so, whether 
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they exemplify (in any sense, in any degree, at any level) the t3^e 
of unity which, according to the general principle, is distinctive 
of a mind-in-its-experiences. Next (ii) there is the question of 
undeveloped or broken specimens of humanity — ^the 'irqpwiw.Ta, the 
<f£opal Kol XqfjLoi avdpamcDv, as Aristotle calls them. It is usual to 
think of children, imbeciles, and lunatics as persons of immature, 
weak, and disordered minds. But are they, or have they, 'minds' 
at all (in any sense or degree) within the terms demanded by the 
general principle? These difficulties, perhaps, are of minor im- 
portance — could readily be met, or shown to be irrelevant and set 
aside. But there remains a (real or seeming) difficulty of a more 
fundamental kind. For (iii) it may be objected that the type of 
unity demanded by our general principle for a mind-in-its- 
experiences is a mere ideal, unrealized and uiuealizable in fact. No 
actual person — ^not even the most perfect and fortimate specimen 
of humanity — ^is, or even approximates to being, throughout his 
life, a ‘ spiritual union of a spiritual plurality’. The self-conscious- 
ness of any actual person is broken and fitful, interspaced by regular 
and occasional interruptions (by sleep, reverie, and inattention — 
to say nothing of swoon, delirium, or of the breaches that may be 
caused by, for example, anaesthetics). If to be a mind is to be a 
single self-conscious unity, pervading, constituting, and moulding 
— ^and yet also constituted, varied, and moulded by — man y 
mutually inte]q)enetratmg experiences; — ^where are we to finrl 
examples of mind in the actual world ? The utmost that could be 
said of any actual person, of any actual self-conscious subject, is, 
not that in some degree, or at some level, he is, or has, a mind, 
but that he is, or has, a series of imperfect and fragmentary minds 

^that, from time to time in his historical life, there occur evane- 
scent unions of a manifold which approximate hngo interoallo to 
the ideal ‘ spiritual union of a spiritual plurality ’ of which we have 
spoken. 

Stated in these terms the difficulty is unanswerable; but what 
wai^t is there for so stating it? What ground is there for thus 
taking at their face-value the so-called actual persons — ^the ‘histo- 
ric^ or apparent enactors of the temporal show? Once raise 
this question and press this line of inquiry to its inevitable con- 
cliKmn, and the difficulty will evaporate. It is not the general 
prmaple that be discredited, but the supposed ‘facts’. They 
camot exemplify or realize the principle, because they are them- 
selves unreal ^because, as taken, they are not ‘facts’ at all. The 
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actual persons (as they are called) are, in fact, precisely that which 
they appear themselves to be when measured by the general 
principle. Each of them is, at most, a series of evanescent and 
fragmentary ‘ minds ’ ; modes of a ‘ mind ’ : imperfect and transitory 
individuations of the human spirit. If we are to look for actual 
examples of that ‘spiritual union of a spiritual plurality’ which is 
distinctive of a ‘ mind-in-its-experiences ’, we must now turn to the 
‘spiritual realities’ to which reference was made in a former con- 
text. * We must consider the so-called actual persons — ^the so-called 
finite intelligences and wills— in respect solely to the ‘infinite’ self- 
conscious subject, the ‘universal’ mind, potentia infinita cogitandi, 
which fulfils itself (in part, at least) in and through them ; which, 
in their fragmentary knowings and willings, creates, develops, 
and sustains the realm in which it knows itself (the realm of 
knowledge-or-truth) ; the realm in which it wills and enacts itseK 
(the realm which is man’s ordered fife of freedom and right). 

(&) From the abstract statement of the t37pe of imity-in-plurality 
which is distinctive of a mind-in-its-experiences, it follows, as a 
formal coroUary, that there can be no such thing as an isolated 
or isolable sense-perception. A sense-perception is always one of 
many interpenetrating experiences, an item of a spiritual plurality ; 
and through them all (pervading, making, and moulding them all) 
there runs the ‘spiritual unity’ which is ‘a mind’ — a unity they 
help to constitute and shape. 

But this formal corollary — ^this denial of the isolation of sense- 
perception — ^may be supplemented by a more positive account. 
For every sense-perception involves, on the percipient’s part, the 
‘ consciousness of a world ’. He perceives always within a relatively 
enduring system of fact, within a reality spatially and temporally 
‘beyond’ the particular perception. Of this larger reality he is, in 
perceiving, in some sense ‘conscious’ or ‘aware’. What he per- 
ceives — ^that on which his attention is focused, to which he is most 
‘awake’ — ^fits for him, as he perceives it, into a wider frame. It 
stands out for him against a background, vaguer perhaps but 
relatively more stable. 

This ‘consciousness of a world’ — ^supporting and enfolding the 
particular perceiving with its primary perceptum — ^is a matter of 
degree, varying enormously in distinctness. Often, no doubt, the 
background is so indistinct, the percipient’s awareness of it so 
dim, that it is an exaggeration to speak either of ‘consciousness’ 
* Cf. study I, § 5, pp. 51 ft 
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or of ‘a world’. Still, every percipient, in every perception, is at 
least in some minimal degree ‘ awake to ’ a wider framework, a more 
persistent background, a reality larger and more lasting, than the 
particular object he perceives. 

It may be objected that sometimes the percipient is ‘all in’ a 
single concentrated perception. ‘His whole conscious being’, it 
may be said, ‘is absorbed in gazing intently on the weald of 
Sussex, or on a Velasquez ; in listening intently to a melody ; in 
tasting the full flavour of the port. ’ But the objection will not 
stand against a closer scrutiny of the facts. For (i) every percep- 
tion, however single and concentrated it may appear, is infernally 
articulated. There is, within the whole self-conscious experience, 
within the whole perception of which the percipient is aware as 
‘his’, a dividing (though not a separating) into two opposed 
factors, and a correlating of them in their opposition. In spite of 
his absorption, the percipient is aware (however dimly) of a gazing, 
listening, tasting — aware of them as ‘activities’ with which he 
specially identifies his ‘self’. He is aware also of something other 
than, and opposed to, each of these activities (and so his ‘object’, 
but not his ‘self’) ; yet correlated with the activity, determining 
and determined by it, co-operating with it to form the whole self- 
conscious experience which is ‘his’ perception.* 

And (ii), in every perception, the percipient who gazes, listens, 
or tastes, carries into these activities, and into the whole experience 
they help to constitute, some traces of his^g ^t_and (it must even 
be said) s^e prefiguratiQnv^...hi^3i^Sj^. However great his 
absorption in the present perception, he is continuous (even, in 
some degree, ‘ sensibly ’ or ‘ consciously ’ continuous) with a sub j ect 
not yet, and no longer, ‘in’ this experience. In his present per- 
ceiving he is a subject ‘moulded’ and affected by past experiences ; 
and even now, while he perceives, he is ‘ open ’ to future experiences 
and characterized (to some extent) by this susceptibility.® 

(c) What I have been urging so far is nothing new. It is usual 

* It mast not be supposed that a sense-perception — or any other experience in 
which a self-conscious subject participates — is nothing but two opposed factors 
(a “self’ and ‘aot-self ’) in correlation. A complete anal3rsis must recognize not 
only the ‘internal articulation’ of a self-conscious experience, but the concrete 
nmty which is internally articulated. Cf., for explanation and supplementation, 
Bradley, Essays on Truth and Reality, pp. 416 fi. 

* We are never ‘all in’ a single perception; but it does not follow that ‘states’ 
(other than perceptions), in which the subject is completely absorbed, do not (or 
may not) occur. For the question of such ‘genuine immediates', see below, 
pp, 171-8. 
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to recognize, more or less emphatically, in any account of percep- 
tion, that the percipient is ‘conscious of a world’; that, in per- 
ceiving, he is also in some wider sense ‘aware of’ a reality larger 
and more enduring than the ^rAnxsxy perceptum. But this conscious- 
ness of a world, this wider awareness, is commonly regarded as a 
fixed attitude of the percipient’s mind — as an antecedent upon 
which the perception merely supervenes, or as a context which 
surrounds without penetrating it. But in fact this ‘wider aware- 
ness' is an ‘activity’ rather than an ‘attitude’ of mind — an 
activity which is continued into the perception, contributing 
essentially to make it what it is. It is not enough to recognize that 
this ‘consciousness of a world’ presupposes explicit intellectual 
activities of the percipient; that it draws its origin from past 
experiences which consist largely, often predominantly, of explicit 
judgements and inferences ; that it crystallizes them and concen- 
trates them in itself. We must recognize that, as it now ‘charac- 
terizes’ the percipient, as it now forms the wider mental context 
which enfolds his ‘perceiving’, it is far more akin to affirming and 
constructing, to judging (or inferring), than to a quality or a state, 
a disposition or ah attitude. 

That this is so, may be most readily seen in those perceptions 
which are admittedly confined to ‘privileged’ or ‘expert’ perci- 
pients — ^perceptions, for example, of the scientific observer (of 
the specialist in a given field of investigation), of the artist, critic, 
coimoisseur, &c. 

Thus, to quote a few examples: Not everybody, but only the 
trained student of histology, can ‘perceive’ the characteristic 
structure and essential details of the preparation imder the 
microscope. It requires his trained and expert ‘eye’ to ‘see’ (to 
detect at once and to discriminate without difficulty), within a 
section of nervous tissue, the nerve-cells or ‘neurones’, each with 
its ‘nucleus’ and surrormding protoplasm, and the various pro- 
cesses (the ‘ axons ’ and ‘ dendrons ’) connecting cell with cell.^ Only 
a ‘musical ear’ perceives this sequence of chords — ^this bar or 
phrase, say, in Bach’s Chaconne — accmately and completely: 
‘hears’ it, directly and without apparent effort, in its proper 
rhythmic, melodic, and contrapuntal character.* Not you or I, 

* Cf. McDoiigall, Physiological Psychology, pp. 24 ft., with the diagram on p. 26 
from Sir M. Foster's Text-hook of Physiology* 

* Cf. J. M. W. Turner's retort to the old lady. ' I never saw a sunset like the one 
in your picture.' * Don’t you wish you had, Madam ?' 
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but only the connoisseur 'perceives' the 1897 flavour of the port. 
It requires the expert palate of (say) a member of the wine- 
committee to taste it as it is. 

So far I have expressed the exceptional qualifications of the 
‘privileged’ percipients in ‘physical’ terms— as special training 
and refinement of the organ of sense. But it is more relevant to my 
present argmnent to stress the complementary one-sided descrip- 
tion— i.e. to emphasize the ‘psychical’ side of their pre-eminence. ^ 
The scientific observer, the artist, the connoisseur, axe privileged 
percipients, and their perceiving is exceptionally precise or delicate, 
because of their science, their art, and their cultured power of 
discernment in some special field of values ; because they bring to 
bear, in their perceiving, special endowment and special education ; 
because their vision, hearing or tasting, is unusually intelligent or 
‘thoughtful’. In short, to be a privileged percipient is to have 
attained a certain grade of development in body and mind ; and to 
perceive what the expert perceives, and as he perceives it, is to 
perceive ‘at’ (and ‘from’) a determinate level of physical and 
psychical culture or refinement. 

Now it is in its interpretation of a ‘ grade of development of the 
.enibfidiedjDaiafl’ that the view of perception, for which I am 
contending, parts company with the commonly accepted doctrine 
— ^the doctrine that perception is through and through immediate, 
excluding all process or discursive activity. For two assumptions 
are necessary to that doctrine : viz. (i) that the ‘ grade ’ is (relatively) 
fixed and quiescent, and (ii) that a given ‘perceiving’ is — ^so to 

^ The subject of cognizant experience — ^the *1' which perceives, judges, and 
infers — ^is in some sense ‘body and mind in one’. The percipient, that is, is cer- 
tainly not merely a physiological system (a brain and organs of sense, functioning 
and developing in accordance with physical or physiological laws) ; and certainly 
not a discamate consciousness or unembodied spirit. It is not necessary (for our 
present purpose) to ask in what sense the subject of cognizant experience is ‘ body 
and mind in one’. If (as I believe and have before suggested) the subject of know- 
ledge is a ‘ spiritual unity a unity more than ‘ organic *, then even such phrases as 
‘embodied-mind’ or ‘self-conscious organism’ are misleading: still more such a 
phrase as * body-and- min d-in-one ’ . For aU such phrases suggest the erroneous 
Cartesian doctrine of two res completae, mutually exclusive (a corporeal and a 
thin k ing substance), miraculously forming a compositum which is the subject 
of all forms of experience (except ‘pure intellection’). Though, therefore, I have 
been working with the distinction between the ‘corporeal’ (or ‘physical’) and the 
‘mentel’ (or ‘psychical’), and so in effect treating the percipient as a compositum 
of mind and body, it must be remembered that the distinction is at most a 
provisional (or working) hypothesis, and that to describe the percipient’s equip- 
ment, training, and grade of development as both physical and psychical is at best 
less inadequate than to describe them as barely physical or barely psychical. 
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speak— a detachable component of it, or a consequent annexed 
to it. 

Thus (i) the physical and psychical processes (the training and 
education), through which the privileged percipient has passed 
in his development, are taken to ‘ he behind him ’ as he now is. They 
are excluded from the level, at (or from) which he perceives. His 
present equipment, which enables him to perceive precisely this 
and precisely thus, is a ‘state’, ‘disposition’, ‘habit’, ‘structure’, 
of body and mind. He is what he is in esse, not in fieri. The ‘ grade ’ 
of refinement (the ‘level’ of culture), to which he has attained, 
crystallizes in itself the results of past judgement and reasoning; 
but it is itself quiescent, processless, and passive. And (ii) within the 
embodied mind at any given ‘grade’ of its development, there are 
taken to be ‘ detachable components ’— organs-with-their-faculties. 
These, it is recognized, are related {externally) to one another and 
to the whole; but they are supposed to have each its several 
character complete within itself. While, therefore, it is admitted 
that the expert ‘vision’ or ‘eye’ of the privileged percipient goes 
along with, or presupposes, a trained ‘intellect’ or ‘brain’, yet 
the former — ^the perceptive faculty or organ — ^is taken to have its 
‘expertness’ located (as it were) and fixed within itself. 

According to our view, on the other hand, both these assump- 
tions are erroneous. As rough expository devices, they are often 
convenient and sometimes necessary. But they do not adequately 
express the facts. Thus (i), in studying any continuous movement 
or development, it is convenient (and perhaps necessary) to ‘ freeze ’ 
it into stages — ^to treat it as a succession of discrete, arrested, grades. 
But these ‘frozen stages’, these ‘quiescent grades’, are no more 
than convenient fictions. They are not component parts of the 
movement. Its components are ‘stretches’, through which it 
itself persists.* And the ‘grade’, ‘stage’, or ‘level’ — at, and from, 
which (as we loosely say) the histologist, for example, or the 
musician, perceives — ^is in reality a ‘stretch’ of this kind. It is a 
stretch within the uninterrupted onward-sweeping movement 
(physical and psychical), which is his ‘life’, his ‘life’ as a self- 
conscious being. Through it, the activities of his past training and 
education are continued. Through it, his ‘consciousness of a 
world’, already definite and highly organized (amounting in the 
case of the expert percipient to ‘a science’ or ‘an art ’), is steadily 
changing — growing, it may be, still more definite, or on the other 
^ Cl above, Study I, § 4, pp. 42-3. 
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decaying; but never arrested, never a fixed condition or 
possession of his mind. 

It is common to speak of the privileged percipient as a man 
whose mental faculties* have become established in certain per- 
ceptive attitudes, and in certain habits or dispositions of thought. 
His mind, it is said, ‘possesses’, or is ‘informed by’, this or that 
wealth of experience, such and such a ‘science’ or ‘art’. It has 
acquired a characteristic ‘structure’ — into which its past per- 
ceptual and intellectual activities have become ‘set’ and ‘solidi- 
fied’. In so speaking, we are working with the antithesis of 
capacity (Sum/its), disposition i^uiSems), habit and act 

{h/epyeia). But it is important not to misinterpret this antithesis 
while we work with it. Its contrasted members must not be taken 
for two kinds of things or facts — existing or occurring in the same 
sense and on the same level, but reciprocally excluding one another. 
In this region all that actually exists, or occurs, falls on one side of 
the antithesis only: is a perceiving, thinking, knowing, &c., i.e. an 
'hfepyeia. On the other side of the antithesis, there are no ‘ things ’ 
or ‘facts’ ; no thing ‘actual’, nothing that exists or occurs. Facul- 
ties, dispositions, habits, mental structure (and so forth), are ‘real’ 
— ^if, and in so far as, they are ‘real’ — ^in a different sense and on a 
different level. The ‘reality’ which belongs to, or can be claimed 
for, them is the ‘reality’ of the objects of abstract thought. It is 
a ‘reality’ like that of a law of nature; or of a form of physical 
energy (light, for example, magnetism, electricity) ; or of the 
‘entities’ which form the subjects of mathematical theory (atoms, 
the numbers, the types of figure &c.).^ 

The mind of the histologist or musician, then, neither is, nor has, 
a group of faculties and dispositions, or a structure storing and 
embedding experience and knowledge. On certain subjects, the 
histologist (or the musician) perceives, judges, and reasons with 
unusual precision, relevance, connectedness, &c. It is such 
characters of the actual functioning of a mind — characters which 
pervade, and are themselves differentiated and developed in, its 
activities (in the ‘ei/epyeuu ’) — ^which we abstract, for the con- 
venience of summary description, from the movement in which 
they exist. Thus abstracted and immobilized, they appear to 
reflect — ^to express and result from — an immobilized and constant 

^ In what follows, the physical side of his qualifications can be disregarded, for 
the sake of brevity. 

* Cl Study I, § 4, pp. 32-7. 



THE SEARCH FOR A DATUM 95 

‘structure’, or structural parts and constituents (faculties, dis- 
positions, habits) of the mind. 

(ii) The second assumption* is, on our view, erroneous because it 
conflicts with a general principle, on which more than enough 
(perhaps) has been said already.^ In considering the present 
mental equipment (the mind, as it would be called)* of the histo- 
logist (or the musician) as the source of his expert perception, we 
are dealing — ^if that principle be soimd— not with a sum of con- 
stituent elements, nor even with a group of independent (though 
co-operating) factors or members, but with a ‘spiritual plurality’. 
For certain purposes it is convenient, and under proper reserva- 
tions it is legitimate, to distinguish perceptive and intellectual 
‘faculties’ — ^as, for example, vision and hearing, imaginatirm^ 
memory, judgement, &c.; and it is similarly convenient and 
legitimate to describe the privileged percipient as a man of 
‘educated vision’ or ‘cultured hearing’. But the distinction must 
not be misinterpreted as a separation, nor the description mis- 
understood as attributing ‘education’ or ‘culture’ to a separated 
and independent perceptive faculty; Many ' interpenetrating 
experiences’, or many mutually pervading spiritual activities, 
together constitute the histologist’s ‘mental equipment’ ; together 
determine his present ‘ consciousness of a world ’ and, through that, 
his present power of perceiving. What has been ‘educated’, and 
thus grown ‘expert’, is not his vision alone, but each and all of 
these contributory activities together. The science of histology — 
or what the given percipient has learnt of histology — ^permeates, 
informs, and controls, all his thinking and perceiving. He per- 
ceives as only the expert can perceive, because in perceiving he is 
necessarily also thinking (imagining, remembering, reasoning, &c.) ; 
doing so, moreover (he being what he is), predominantly under the 
guidance and control of his histological studies. 

These considerations, it would perhaps be admitted, apply to 
the special examples I have quoted. But these examples, it will 
be objected, these so-called ‘expert perceptions’, are in reality 
complex experiences. In them, a ‘halfpennyworth’ of sense-percep- 
tion is diluted with an ‘intolerable deal’ of intellectual (or, at any 
rate, non-perceptive) interpretation. The complex experience as a 
whole implies, no doubt, on the part of the experiencing subject, 

' p. 93 - ■ * pp- 85 ff- 

3 * As it would be called' ; for, in fact (cf. above, p. 89), it is at most a transient 
^ and fragmentary 'mode' or 'individuation' of a mind. 
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activities essentially constructive or discursive activities, it may 
be admitted, which difier from judgement and inference, only 
because they ‘take place in him’ rather than ‘are performed by 
him’. But below the interpretative wrapping, there is a primitive 
core of sense-perception which it enfolds and, in enfolding, has 
transformed. Surely that primitive core, it will be said, is, on the 
part of the percipient, a passive and processless acceptance of a 
datum ? Or consider the imsophisticated perceptions of ordinary 
folk— those of any adult of average intelligence. What is there of 
constructive or discursive activity — what is there other than mere 
passive reception — ^in, for example, the plain m^’s perception of 
a flash of lightnmg 

This objection owes most of its plausibility (i) to an ambiguity 
in its formulation by which it covertly assumes what was disposed 
of long ago f and (ii) to a misconception of the difference between 
‘expert’ and ‘ordinary’ perceptions. Let us first dispel these two 
sources of confusion, and then (iii) deal shortly with the compara- 
tively simple difiSculty that remains. 

(i) It is not possible, in any perceptual experience, to ‘ get below ’ 
the interpretative wrapping to a ‘primitive core’ of sense-percep- 
tion imadulterated by ‘intellectual’ activity. In the histologist’s 
and musician’s perceptions, as in aU perceptual experiences, 
‘interpretation’ and ‘what it interprets’ are inseparable. There 
is not a ‘perception’ and a ‘judgement about it’; not a datum 
passively accepted plus a free, explicit, intellectual activity exer- 
cised upon it.3 If we speak of a datum and ‘interpretative pro- 
cesses’, these complementary features must not be substantiated 
into mutually independent and separable constituents. There is 
nothing in a perceptual experience which is not ‘interpreted’ — 
which is not saturated with interpretative activity conditioned, by 
it, through and through. Nor is there, in a perceptual experience, 
any interpretation which is not fused with that which it interprets 
— ^any intellectual activity which is not inunersed in, and consti- 
tutive of, the ‘material’ on which it is exercised. 

And (ii) there is no such difference, as the objector supposes, 
between ‘expert’ and ‘ordinary’ perceptions. In a broad sense of 
the terms, every percipient is ‘privileged’ and every perception 
‘expert ’. For every perception demands a determinate equipment 

‘ Cf. above, pp. So £E. a Cf . above, pp. 83-4. 

’ So mticb vre may claim to bave shown in our previous analysis of the percep- 
tion of a flash of lightning; cf. above, pp. 80-3, and the summary on pp. 84—5. 



THE SEARCH FOR A DATUM 97 

of the prcipient ; is possible only 'at a certain grade’— i.e. within 
a certain ‘ stretch ’ — of the development that is an embodied mind. 

No doubt, the 'expert perceptions’, which were quoted as 
examples, demand, on the part of their percipients, a development 
of some special kind, direction and degree ; whereas the so-called 
'ordinary’ perceptions presuppose no more than the 'stereotyped’ 
development (as it might be called) of the sane and healthy adult. 
Apart from abnormal defects and misfortimes, everybody— in the 
course of his everyday experience as he grows from infancy to 
early youth — develops that kind of degree of 'consciousness of a 
world’ which is the sine qua non of these 'ordinary perceptions’. 
Being thus equipped, he 'perceives’, for example, the flash of 
lightning, as you and I and every 'plain man’ would perceive it — 
'perceives’ it, for example, as a brilliant streak of bluis h light 
zigzagging across the sky. In his childhood, perhaps, in the pre- 
sence of the same 'public event’, he would have 'perceived’ a 
dance of fairies in the sky — or (if he had been bom in ancient 
Greece and nurtured in a Pythagorean household) the thunderbolt 
of Zeus, 'a visible threat to those in hell’.* 

(iii) Yet, behind and apart from these confusions, there is a real 
. difficulty to which the objection has drawn attention. For in one 
f respect there does seem to be a sharp distinction between the 
'expert’ and the 'ordinary’ perceptions. If I am to perceive whai 
the histologist (or the musician) perceives, and as he perceives 
it, I must have pursued, consciously and deliberately, a definite 
course of practice and study. My 'development ’ must have been 
(largely, at any rate) a self-education. For to leam a science or an 
art, is (at bottom and in the main) to teach it to oneself. There must 
have been, on my part, conscious intellectual effort and activity, 
thinking in the form of explicit judgement and reasoning ; explicit 
intellectual activities initiated, controlled, and organized by myself, 
a 'thinking’, moreover, methodically pursued and logically con- 
nected or systematic. But no such self-education is presupposed 
in the percipient, who is to perceive the flash of lightning as the 
'plain man’ perceives it. The 'ordinary perceptions’ require, no 
doubt, a certain normal or 'stereotyped’ development in our 
'consciousness of a world’. But the development takes place in 
us without our conscious effort or control. It is a natural growth, 
a natural ripening to maturity, of our 'consciousness of a world’— 
rather than the result of intellectual activities initiated, directed^ 
* Cf. Post. Anal. 94’’ 32-4. 

H 


4746 
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and organized by ourselves. While our ‘ consciousness of a world 
is ripening, no doubt there is (or may be) on our part unsystematic 
and sporadic ‘ thinking ’ — explicit judgement and reasoning on this 
or that subject. But we do not cause, or control, the ripening by 
our ‘thinking’; we are not educating ourselves — ^not learning to 
adopt the plain man’s outlook on the world, as the privileged 
percipient learns (i.e. teaches himself) an art or science. 

The real difi&culty, then, which gives force to the objection^ 
is this: 

We have been arguing, in effect, that the ‘development’ con- 
tinues into, and through, the perception, which presupposes it ; 
and must so continue owing to the very nature of a ‘mind’ or the 
‘experiences of a mind’. For a mind, or subject of experiences, is 
not a thing which develops: it is itself development. A mind (we 
have insisted) is all, and always, developing. It is impossible to 
conceive it as passing from fixed level to fixed level of attainment ; 
as now in process of transition and travelling, and now quiescent 
at a station. Distinctions between structure and function, faculties 
and their use, habits and their exercise, have a provisional value 
for expository purposes ; but they are not strictly applicable to a 
mind. A mind is not half in esse or essentia, and half in fieri ; its 
being is all actual and in act, all ivepyeia. 

Now this line of argument is, in any case and admittedly, of a 
general and a priori kind. But it has, or seems to have, both rele- 
vance and force, so long as the ‘expert’ perceptions are alone in 
question. We should all agree that the histologist (throughout his 
apprenticeship) was ‘thinking’ in the full sense of the term. In 
his perception, no doubt, he is no longer ‘thinking’ with the same 
explicit consciousness and control. Nevertheless, there is, in his 
perception, a constructive or interpretative process surviving from, 
and prolonging, his apprenticeship ; and it is reasonable to regard 
this process as a form of ‘thinking’ — as a semi-conscious, quasi- 
instinctive, ‘thinking’ — ^in virtue of its continuity with, and 
affinity to, the explicit judgements and reasonings in which it 
originated. So far, therefore, and subject always to the soundness of 
our assumption in regard to the nature of a mind, the discursive 
diaracter of these ‘expert’ perceptions has been established. 
There must be, and is, in them an ‘intellectual’ activity — an 
activity akin to judgement and reasoning. 

But what becomes of this general and a priori line of argument, 
* Cf. above, pp. 95-6. 
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if so sharp a distinction must be drawn between the two ‘develop- 
ments’ — ^if one is a self-educative apprenticeship, and the other a 
natural ripening into maturity? Even if it be granted that the 
argument itself, together with the assumption which it unfolds, is 
sound, it seems to have no relevance or force at all in regard to the 
‘ ordinary ’ perceptions. For no ‘ thinking ’ (in the full sense of the 
term) contributed, or need have contributed, to the ‘growth’ of 
the plain man’s ‘consciousness of a world’ — ^to the preparatory 
‘ development ’ which fitted him to ‘ perceive ’ the flash of lightning. 
Even if, therefore, this natural ‘growth’ is continued into, and 
conditions, his perception, there is no ground whatever for attribut- 
ing to the latter a ‘ discursive ’ character. There is nothing to show 
that he is thinking in any sense — even semi-consciously or quasi- 
instinctively — ^when he ‘ perceives ’ the flash of lightning ; that there 
is, in his perception, an ‘intellectual’ activity — ^an activity derived 
from, continuous with, and akin to, explicit judgement and 
reasoning. 

The force of this objection must be admitted; but it must not 
be over-estimated. 

And first as to the ‘general and a priori’ character of the argu- 
ment which was used to establish the presence of ‘thinking’ in 
perception. The argument itself is not challenged by the objec- 
tion — and therefore we are not called upon to defend its a priori 
and general character. But if the argument itself were attacked 
on the ground of its a priori character, the defence — a sufficient 
defence — ^would be, in effect, that there is, and can be, no alterna- 
tive. If an attempt ‘to establish the discursive character of per- 
ceptual experience’ is to be made at all, no line of argument is 
conceivable which will not be both ‘general’ and 'a priori’ — 
couched, that is, in general terms and based upon a general con- 
ception of ‘a mind and its experiences’ that is, a general concep- 
tion, assumption, or hypothesis — a conception, that is, which may 
‘prove’ and establish itself in experience, but is not ‘generalized’ 
from experience, and is, therefore, a priori. 

Next, in regard to the attack actually pressed by the objection. . 
The difficulty, which gives it force, is real enough but not insuper- 
able. For the distinction between the two ‘developments’ is not 
in fact so uncompromising as the objection supposes. The objec- 
tion has exaggerated a sharp distinction into a complete cleavage. 

‘ T hinking * in its full sense, in its free and proper form, is explicit 
judgement or inference. And an explicit judgement or inference is 
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a * discursive process’ (a inovenieiit of synthesis and analysis in 
one), which must not only be one with the activity of a finite intel- 
lect, but must further be, for that finite intellect, its own. In that 
sense, ‘ I ’ make a judgement or an inference ; am conscious of the 
activity as mine ; of ‘ myself ’ as taMng an active part in discovering 
what would not otherwise disclose itself to me. There is thus, in 
thinking, a certain measure of initiative and control on the part 
of the finite thinker. But there is another side to the matter.* For 
it is not true that an explicit judgement or inference is nothing but 
the activity of a finite intellect, ‘ one with ’ it in the sense of bare 
and mere identity; it is not true that ‘I’ am its ‘only begetter’, 
its spontaneous originator and complete controller. The ‘dis- 
cursive process of which I -am conscious as (in one sense) ‘ my 
own’’, is objective and impersonal, working in, and controlling, 
‘my’ mind. In the judgement or inference, which I ‘make’, I 
am in the grip, and under the governance, of a power (A vis cogno- 
scens) immanent in, but transcending, and more fundamental than, 
‘my’ intellect and ‘its’ functioning. When I am ‘thinking’, in the 
fullest and most pregnant sense of the term, ‘ the subject ’ — ^so it is 
conunonly expressed — ‘has taken full possession of my mind’; 
‘reality’, or ‘the truth’, itself is ‘shaping itself in my thought’. 

This, then, is the side of the matter which the objection has 
under-estimated or ignored. And if we are to meet the objection, 
and to show that the difficulty behind it is not insuperable, this is 
the side from which we must begin, and which we must stress, in 
our conception of thought. ‘ Thought ’ — we must insist — ^is, prima- 
rily and fundamentally, a power inherent in the very nature of 
things.® It is the power which, working in, and through and as, 
the (so-called) finite minds, fulfils itself in the self-disdosing and 
self-discovering of reality — ^in the self-expression of reality in the 
form of truth. It is this fundamental discursus which, so far as I 
am ‘thinking’ in the fullest and most pregnant sense, I recognize 
and adopt as ‘mine’ — ^as one with the natural functioning of ‘my’ 
intellect. Setting thus the seal of my self-consciousness upon the 
working of ‘thought’ in and through ‘my’ mind, I share in a dis- 
covery which is a self-manifestation of fact. I ‘ make ’ a judgement 
or an inference, which are ‘making themselves’ in me.® 

* Cf. above, pp. 70-2 ; below, p. 122. 

* Ct above. Study I, § 3, p. 13. 

* Cf. Bradley, £ss<iy5, e.g. pp. 121, 218, 327, 337 ; also cf. Bosanquet, The Nature 
0/ Mind, e.g. p. 59: ‘Thought rather governs consciousness than is an act of 
conscionsness’ ; p. 65, ‘For thought, as the development and self-maintenance 
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Now the self-educative apprenticeship (Teaming’ an art or 
science) is sharply distinguished from the ripening to maturity of 
the plain man’s consciousness of a world. But ‘thought’ pervades 
and saturates them both. The ‘growth’ of the plain man’s 
consciousness is also a learning or self-teaching; and the self- 
educative apprenticeship of the artist, or man of science, is also 
the ripening of a natural power, its self-fulfilment in (and as) the 
perfecting of the intellectual activity of a finite subject. In short, 
the sharp distinction is a contrast between the extreme or limiting 
varieties, of which a single development — ^i.e. a development 
identical and contmuohs in its essential characters — ^is capable; 
it is not a cleavage between a development which is intellectual, 
and a merely ‘natural’ (i.e. a non-intellectual) growth. 

The answer, therefore, which must be made to the objection 
is sim ply this. ‘ Thought ’ in the sense explained — am ‘ impersonal ’, 
‘objective’, or ‘infinite’, discursive activity, recognized and 
adopted by the finite subject as his own — splays the main part in 
both developments. But the explicit judgements or reasonings, 
which go to form and mahe the plain man’s consciousness of a 
world, are not (Hke those which constitute the self-educative 
apprenticeship of the artist or man of science) centred on a 
special and limited subject-matter. The ‘thinking’, therefore, 
which equips the ordinary percipient to perceive the flash of 
lightning, is wider, perhaps less systematic and less profoimd, than 
the ‘thinking’ which prepares the histologist and the musician 

of the object in ideal form, is, essentially, the judgment. And the judgment is 
surely the central act by which reality, operating in and through the mind, 
becomes a constituent of knowledge and of action*; &c. Cf., further, Bosanquet 
in British Contemporary Philosophy, ist series, e.g. pp. 6o-i : ‘ Thus, it is an incom- 
plete description even to quahfy thought as we did just now, by the term “ function 
of mind’*, without calhng attention to its other aspects as the self-revelation of 
reality. The “I think'* ... is on one side a deceptive phrase. It would avoid 
misapprehension if we were rather to say (Mr. Russell has suggested it, and I have 
urged what amounts to the same point) “It t hinks in me** or My world in me 
takes the shape that — ’*. As Green said long ago, the essence of thought is not 
in a mental faculty, but in the objective order of things. We bring the two sides 
together if we say it is the control exercised by reality over mental process.* 
Also, ibid., p. 68, in criticism of Gentile’s ‘distinction between thinking thought, 
or thought in its pure act . . . and so-called thought which has been thought, 
or the system of the universe as something pre-supposed and falsely conceived as 
transcending and limiting the activity of thinking thought, which alone is taken 
as the reahty.* Bosanquet summarizes his own view against this distinction (as it 
is commonly understood) thus i * The true life is that of the whole, of which thought 
in the finite mind is a partial and incomplete revelation. The contrast of “ pensito 
pensante’’ and “pensi^ro pensate’’ precisely inverts the true relation. What 
really is something more than any thinking act of ours. 
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for their ' expert ’ perceptions. It is ‘thinking’, nevertheless, in the 
full and natural sense of the term ; and the ripening of the plain 
man’s consciousness, though a ‘natural growth’, is essentially an 
intellectual development, to which imdoubtedly our main line of 
argument applies. 

§9 

(II) The search for a datum among our sensations is impossible 
or futile ; for there are no sensations in the sense supposed. 

I. We have seen that every sense-perception is ‘immediate’, 
but only in an abstract and formal sense. Its ‘immediacy’ is no 
more than the formal unity and presentness, which characterize 
every experience qua ‘actual’ ; no more than the bare form of its 
actuality. So far from being ‘immediate’ in the real and material 
(and only relevant) sense, every sense-perception is, on the con- 
trary, essentially and in principle ‘mediate’ or ‘discursive’.’' 
Every sense-perception (‘ordinary’, as well as ‘expert’) is condi- 
tioned, saturated, and largely constituted, by activities essentially 
‘intellectual’ in character — activities which differ from explicit 
‘ th in king ’, only because the percipient is not aware of them as his, 
does not adopt them as his own, is rather controlled by them tTiar> 
in control of them. The thought — ^the two-edged activity of syn- 
thesis and analysis— which is involved in, and goes to constitute, 
my perception of the flash of lightning, is in that sense not ‘free’ ; 
it is immersed in the sensuous materials it discriminates and, in 
discriniinating, connects— immersed in the data it interprets and, 
by interpreting, constructs and constitutes. And, again, it is 
thought inexplicit or cjuasi-instinctive’. For it is an activity 
in which I am engaged without conscious complicity ; a discursive 
movement carrying me with it— a movement, indeed, of which ‘ I ’ 
am a phase and which, in some measure, ‘ I ’ contribute to execute, 
but neither originate nor control. 

The negative result, then, already reached and recorded,* stands 
flnn. The search for a datum’ in the wide field of perceptual 
e^erience has definitely failed. No sense-perception is ‘an imme- 
diate apprehension of self-evident fact ’. Nowhere in this region is 
there to be found a basic element of fact and truth in one— a self- 
subsistent constituent of reality which is also a self-evident founda- 
tion of knowledge. 

But according to the popular division of knowledge into imme- 

' Cf. above, pp. 77. 79, 84. 2 pp, 84_5, 
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diate and discursive, ‘sense’ or ‘sensuous knowledge’ inHiida s 
three different groups of actual cognizant experiences. We are 
supposed to know immediately all that we sensate and all that we 
fed, as well as all we sensttously perceive. In addition to sense- 
perceptions there are assumed to be (a) sensations — ‘direct 
apprehensions of data of the outer senses’, immediate awareness of, 
for example, shapes, colour, sounds, and other sensible qualities, 
and (6) sentiences or feelings — ‘direct apprehensions of data of the 
inner sense’, immediate awareness of changes and states of our 
conscious being.* 

Now, if this tripartite classification of our sensuous cognizances 
is sound, the ‘ search for a datum ’, which has failed in sense-percep- 
tion, must be renewed first in the field of sensating, and then in 
that of sentience. Are there (we must ask) sensations, in which the 
sensating subject is immediately and infallibly aware of genuine 
qualities of actual fact — ^in which he directly apprehends them as 
they are ? And are there sentience or feelings in which the sentient 
subject feels — ^immediately and infallibly apprehends — ^his own 
state, his own sentient being or a modification of it, as it really is 
or occurs ? 

2 . But the more one considers the proposed tripartite classifica- 
tion, the more questionable it appears. 

(i) Any grouping or classification is open to suspicion, on the 
ground that it presupposes a mechanical or atomistic view of the 
mind-and-its-experiences — ^a view such as I have already repudi- 
ated as a ‘caricature’. ‘It is comparatively harmless’, it may be 
said, ‘to think and speak of a mind as though it were a spiritual 
energy or force, operating on different levels or at different 
“powers” of itself, and so expressing itself in our various experi- 
ences with different degrees of intensity and completeness. But 
it is an elementary and serious error to speak of a classification 
or grouping of cognizant experiences. Experiences are not units 
which can be summed, items which can be collected, or members 
which can be grouped. Nor does a mind “ contain ” its experiences, 
or enfold them within its unity, as so many collections, groups or 
classes, 

(ii) While admitting the general force of this objection, perhaps 
it is possible to defend the notion of a classification of experiences. 
All our experiences, we may agree, are the expressions of a con- 
cretely single spiritual energy: in some genuine and important 

* Cf. abov^, pp. 63-4, 68„ 72. * Cf. above, pp. 85-7; 
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sense, the whole mind, and the mind as a whole, is immanent in 
every one of them. Yet, as the objector himself insists, the single 
energy is expressed with different degrees of intensity and com- 
pleteness; or there are different levels and 'powers’ of the mind's 
fulfilment of itself in act. It seems, therefore, that, in the various 
experiencings of a mind, now one, and now another, of the many 
sides or 'facets’ of its whole nature — of its concrete singleness as a 
spiritual energy — obtains emphatic and dominant expression; is 
par excellence displayed. It seems mere pedantry to rule out the 
convenient metaphor of groups or classes. It is surely legitimate 
to class, as 'sensations’ and as 'feelings’ respectively, experiences, 
in which the self-conscious sub j ect is, primarily and predominantly, 
sensuously apprehending colour, shape, sound, or other sensible 
qualities, and primarily and predominantly sentient of its own 
inner states and changes. In doing so, we need not forget that in 
these, as in aU its experiences, the mind is necessarily engaged in 
some sense 'whoUy’ and as a 'whole’. 

(iii) Apart from this general objection, however, there are special 
grounds for distrusting the proposed tripartite classification. Leav- 
ing the group of so-called feelings or sentiences to be examined 
later,i and remarking only that, even if there are such experiences, 
it is far from obvious that they are distinctively sensuous (rather 
than intellectual) in character, i.e. that they have any special Haitri 
to count as examples of 'sense-knowledge’ in a division contrasting 
'sense’ with 'thought’, let us scrutinize the group of so-called 
sCTsations. There is reason to suspect that it owes its supposed 
distinct and separate existence to a confusion. 

^ (a) And first the use of the name (sensation) for experiences 
distinguished from feelings has been criticized. Such a case, the 
critic has urged, implies and encourages an obvious confusion of 
thought. In the language of the 'plain naan’, every 'sensation’ 
is a ‘feeling’, though not' all 'feelings’ are 'sensations’. We speak 
indifferently oVfeding hot or cold, pleased or pained, disgusted or 
sick ^and of having sensations of heat and cold, pleasure and pain, 
disgust and nausea. When, on the other hand, we assume (rightly 
or wroi^ly, but without hesitation) that we are apprehending a 
quality in (or of) the thing (in or of 'the external sensible object ’ 
in I^ke s terminology), we do not call our experience a 'sensa- 
tion’. We do not speak, for example, of 'sensations of shape or 
colour or sound’— any more than of feeling 'triangular’ or 'C#’, 

* Cl below, § lo. 
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or ‘blue’ (except in another sense). If, therefore, due stress is laid 
on ‘the authority of ordinary language it must be admitted that 
confused thinking can alone have suggested, and more confused 
thinking will be engendered by, the proposed title of our group. It 
is confused and confusing to give the name ‘sensations’ to experi- 
ences which are — or are supposed to be — distinguished from ‘feel- 
ings’ precisely on the ground that what in them we apprehend is 
other than a state or change of our own ‘inner or sentient being’.* 

Yet these considerations, even if they are sound, are hardly of 
themselves sufficient to show that the group of ‘ sensations ’ — ^i.e. 
sensuous cognizances other than feelings and distinct from (and 
more rudimentary than) sense-perceptions — ^has no existence ex- 
cept by confusion. For (i) the authority of ordinary language — 
of the plain man’s views and his expression of them — ^must not be 
exaggerated. The proposed use of the term ‘ sensation ’ is artificial 
or technical ; but it has behind it a long philosophical tradition, 
and is common enough in philosophical and psychological litera- 
ture. And, after all, (ii) the question of nomenclature is of no 
importance. If ‘ sensation ’ is an inappropriate term, by all means 
substitute another. The point at issue — ^the question we set out 
to investigate — ^is whether, or in what sense, certain experiences 
exist ; not how they ought to be named. And even the plain man, 
it seems, takes their existence for granted; assumes that our 
sensuous experiences include (besides, and in addition to, sense- 
perceptions of things and scenes) awareness of sensible qualities — 
of shapes, for example, and colours and sormds, of tastes and smells 
and (more doubtfully, perhaps) of varieties of temperature. In 
refusing to speak of most of these experiences as ‘sensations’, he 
is throwing no doubt upon their existence ; he is only insisting that 
most of them, at all events, are other than ‘feelings’. 

^ Cf. above, p. 62. 

^ I have been drawing upon a passage in J. Cook Wilson, Statement and Infer ence^ 
voL ii, p. 736: *. . . in the case of heat every one easily recognizes, without philo- 
sophy, that he himself has a definite sensation of heat — ^we know this to be a 
sensation inasmuch as we say we feel hot. This is not so with colour. People 
do not easily recognize that colour is a sensation of their own. On the contrary 
the belief that it is a sensation, is an inference brom a theory scientific or philo- 
sophic. We all of us, both the plain and the philosophic, think of colour as in the 
thing and put it there in a way we never put our sensation of heat. Thus, too, 
ordinary people say they feel hot,’ but never say they feel coloured, e.g. feel red. 
Moreover, whereas they speak of a sensation of heat, they never speak of a 

sensation of yellow ** J Yet, do we not (unless corrupted by science or by doubtful 
philosophic theory) * think of heat as in the fire and put it there * as unhesitatingly 
as we * put ' green ' in ' the grass ? 
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(b) Discarding, then, the question of nomenclature, let us come 
to the question of fact. ‘But surely’, it will be said, ‘there is no 
question of fact — ^no question “whether awarenesses of sensible 
qualities exist” ? Are there not, beyond all possible doubt, actual 
experiences in which — ^through, or by the help of, a stimulated 
and reacting special organ of sense — ^we see, hear, taste, and so 
forth? And (call these experiences “sensations” or not, as you 
please) what else are they but “apprehensions of data of the outer 
senses” — direct sensuous awarenesses of shapes and colours, of 
sounds and flavours, in short of “sensible qualities” ? ’ 

So long as the matter is put in such vague and general terms, we 
may perhaps agree that there is no question ‘whether awarenesses 
of sensible qualities exist Nobody doubts that we see colour and 
shape, hear sound — ^in short, are actually cognizamt of what are 
called ‘sensible qualities’. But when it is asserted that these 
awarenesses are through and through, and purely, ‘sensuous’ — 
that in them by mere sense we apprehend mere sensa or sense-data 
— ^then there is every doubt whether, strictly so interpreted, they 
are actual experiences at all, whether or in what sense they exist. 
Let us try to get the issue clearer. 

(i) In describing the perception of a flash of lightning I took 
‘awareness of sensible qualities’ — e.g. of colour and shape — ^for 
granted. What is apprehended in that perception is ‘a zigzag 
streak of bluish light’. The flash, as it is perceived, is ‘clothed in 
sensible qualities ’ ; the perception ‘ includes ’ (in some sense) aware- 
ness of a bluish colour and a zigzag shape. But then, in perceiving 
the flash the percipient is ‘thinking sensuously’ — not sensating 
and also t h i nkin g. He is not, by sheer vision, apprehending bare 
sensa and also (or, and then) by pure thinking (by a free and 
explicit intellectual activity) interpreting and combining the 
material, thus independently given and received. He is aware of 
bluish and of zigzag. These awarenesses are in a loose sense 
‘induded’ in the perception and ‘share its actuality’. But they 
have within it no separate or separable existence. They do not 
inexist in it as actual cognizant experiences ; they are not con- 
stituent apprehensions of which it is composed. They belong 
in^parably to the whole perception. That — ^the whole perception 
—is actual md occurs. Its two contrasted ‘ moments ’ (‘ spngatin g ' 
and ‘thinking’), as they inseparably constitute its concretely 
single and indissoluble bemg, may be said, perhaps, to ‘share its 
actuality’. But if, reflecting upon the perception and subjecting 
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it to philosophical analysis, we concentrate upon p.ith er ‘moment’ 
and describe it so as to emphasize it only in its contrast with the 
other— then clearly our result (what we are studying) is neither an 
actual experience, nor even anything which ‘ shares the actuality ’ 
of an actual experience. It is a moment ’ of an actual experience — 
but a moment extracted and mutilated i and so no longer, strictly 
speaking, a ‘moment’, but an abstraction. 

From the admission, therefore, that, ‘in perceiving the flash of 
lightning, the percipient is aware of a bluish colour and a zigzag 
shape’ it does not follow that the supposed ‘sensations’ — ^the 
supposed sheerly sensuous apprehensions of colour, for example, 
and shape— are ‘actual’, or even ‘share in the actuality’ of any 
actual experience. 

(ii) In another context ‘awarenesses of sensible qualities’ were 
taken for granted. They were quoted amongst the examples of 
experiences ‘which would commonly be called sense-perceptions’.* 
I assumed (without hesitation and rightly) that ‘sense-perceiving’ 
is articulated into experiences that fall within the ranges of the 
various special senses— that ‘seeing’, ‘hearing’, ‘tasting’, ‘touch- 
ing’, ‘smelling’ are so many modalities of ‘perceiving’. And I 
quoted, as examples of perceptions, ‘hearing the blackbird’s 
alarm-note or the beat of a drum’ and ‘tasting the sweetness or 
astringency of the port’. 

Here again there is no ‘question of fact’ — ^no doubt that such 
‘awarenesses of sensible qualities’ exist and occur amongst our 
actual cognizant experiences. But then, ex hypothesi, such ‘ seeing ’, 
‘hearing’, ‘tasting’, &c., are not the mere exercise of some faculty 
and organ of sense. Ex hypothesi, in these experiences we are 
‘perceiving’ — i.e. (as I have tried to show) not freely thinking, nor 
barely sensating, nor thinking and, sensating, but ‘thinking sensu- 
ously’. And what, in these experiences, we apprehend is not — 
dpes not even approximate to being — a bare sensation. It is an 
‘object of perception’; and, like every such object, through and 
through ‘categorized’. The colour we ‘see’, for example, is this 
singular instance of a particular shade of colour ; and one amongst 
several qualities of a (relatively substantial) fact or ‘thing’. The 
sound we ‘ hear ’ is this special note characteristic of the blackbird’s 
alarm ; and the flavour we ‘ taste ’ is that unique astringency of the 
port. Unity and plurality ; singularity, particularity, universality ; 
substantiaity and adjectival being — ^these and other cat^oiical 

^ Above, p. 73» 
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antitheses or thought-determinations enter beyond question into 
the ‘colour’, ‘sound’, ‘taste’, which are ‘perceived’ in these 
experiences, though (it need hardly be said) we neither see nor 
hear nor taste them nor, in perceiving, conceive them explicitly 
and as such. We may say, perhaps, that they are formal conditions, 
which any smsibiU or sensatum must satisfy if it is to be perceivable 
or perceived. They are ‘implicit’ in the object of perception — 
revealing themselves only as the ‘ form ’, or ‘ characteristic definite- 
ness ’, in that which we perceive. But if we try to help ourselves 
by using language qf this kind — Slanguage drawn from, or vaguely 
reminiscent of, Kant — ^we must remember that the distinction 
between the ‘moment of sense’ and the 'moment of thought’ 
within a perception is not without reservation analogous to the 
opposition between matter and form. 

There is then no doubt (i) that in every perception the percipient 
is sensuously aware of (sees or hears or touches, &c.) a sensible 
quality or qualities. Sensation — ^the sensuous awareness of shape, 
colour, sound, &c. — ^is inseparably included as a ‘moment’ of 
every perception. Moreover, (ii) in many of our perceptions, 
what we primarily perceive, what we are principally aware of, is, 
for example, a sound, a colour, a taste — ^i.e. a sensible quality. 
And, naturally and rightly enough, such experiences would often 
be called ‘seeing a colour’, ‘hearing a sound’, &c., rather than 
‘perceiving’. They would be designated, that is, in such a manner 
as to suggest that they are this or that ‘sensating’ or smse-aware- 
ness — ^instead of being (what in fact they are) this or that modality 
of (sense-) perceiving. 

Now these experiences — ^these perceptions in Which the primary 
or principal perception is a sensible quality — ^may be arranged on 
a graduated scale, according to the relative dominance in each of 
them of the ‘sensuous’ or the ‘interpretation’ (thinking) moment. 
All the examples I quoted and described before, would fall at or 
near the upper Hmit of the scale — i.e. the thinking or interpretation 
‘moment’ in such experiences as perceiving (hearing) the beat of 
a drmn, the alarm-note of a blackbird, is at a maximum. The 
percipient is aU but explicitly and reflectively conscious of the 
thought-determinations which his perceptual experience involves. 

That is clearly so, unless perhaps in describing these perceptions 
we have exaggerated the interpretation or thinVing ‘moment’ in 
the actual experience — ^in the perception as it actually occurs. 
For we must not forget that the perception itself as it actually 
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occurs — ^that the actual experience of the percipient — ^is what 
Bradley calls 'a many felt in one’, rather than (what any descrip- 
tion of its context must suggest) clean-cut elements in definite 
relations. It is a non-relational whole with distinguishable features 
or aspects — ^not (as any description is bound to suggest) a whole 
containing, dr made up of, several constituents related to one 
another, for example, as thing and property, cause and effect, 
&c., &c. 

What I perceive, and strictly as I perceive it, for example, is not 
exactly ‘the alarm-note of the blackbird’. For (i) in this descrip- 
tion an infinity of detail is obviously omitted and, on the other 
hand, (ii) what I heard was not, as I heard it, thus explicitly broken 
up and articulated into a sound and its producer, nor into a sound 
and the emotion which called it forth, or which it expresses. 

At its lower limit, our imaginary scale would be terminated by 
a perception, in which the sensuous ‘moment’ so predominated, 
that only careful analysis would be able to detect the presence of 
any ‘thinking’ or interpretation at all. It is difficult to give an 
example; for, obviously, the more the sensuous character of a 
perception predominates, the less easy it becomes, by help of a 
description, to recall it to oneself, and to set it imambiguously 
before others. Two extreme t3^es, however, may be suggested. 
In both of them, the thinking ‘moment ’ is at a minimum — so that 
the experience is almost, but not quite, one of those ‘sensations’ 
which the tripartite classification postulates, but which (as I am 
maintaining) do not in fact exist or occur. There are, then, at or 
near the lower end of our imaginary scale, («) perceptions so dim 
and faint that the percipient is half-inclined to doubt whether he 
is ‘perceiving’ or merely ‘imagining’ — as when he is conscious of 
a ‘barely perceptible’ fragrance or sound. And there are (6) per- 
ceptions so intense and violent, that the experience tends to lose 
its cognizant character and to be for the percipient an over- 
whelming ‘sensation’ (so he would, probably call it) of pain or 
pleasure.^ 

(iv) If these considerations are right, there are no ‘sensations’ 
of the kind supposed; no actual cognizant experiences, in which, 
by the mere exercise of a faculty and organ of sense, we apprehend 
(i.e. ‘sense’ or ‘sensate’, as opposed to ‘perceive’) shape, colour, 
sound, and the other so-called ‘sensible qualities’. There are no 
‘sensations’. jBut in every perception there is an inseparable 
* Cf. also below, pp. i74-'5- 
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'moment' of sensation. There is a sensuous awareness, for example, 
of shape or colour or sound, which must be distinguished by reflec- 
tion and may be isolated and then, by confusion, substantiated (so 
to speak) into an actual cognizant experience, a pure or bare 
'sensation’. And in many of our perceptions, the central or primary 
object we perceive is a colour, or sound, or taste; so that it is 
natural and sufficient to speak of the experience as, for example, 
seeing or hearing or tasting a sensible quality. Some of these 
perceptions — viz. those in which the sensuous ‘moment’ predomi- 
nates, and in which the ‘thinking moment’ is at the minimum — 
may easily, on a first superficial view, be taken by confusion for 
bare or pure sensations. 

3. It would, perhaps, be wiser to leave the matter there, and to 
proceed at once to explore the third and last of the supposed 
‘groups’ of our immediate cognizant experiences — ^the group of 
so-called sentiences or feelings. For, if there are no ‘sensations' — 
no sheerly sensuous cognizant experiences — ^it is futile to search 
amongst them for a daium. It would be absurd to ask whether in 
any of our ‘sensations’, or in which of them, we are directly and 
infallibly aware of a genuine quality of absolute ‘fact’.i For 
‘sensations’ are myths and fictions. The only actual experiences, 
in which we are aware of the so-called ‘sensible qualities’, are 
sense-perceptions; and these have already been examined and 
have failed to yield a datum. 

The proposed short-cut is tempting ; yet some further considera- 
tion seems inevitable. For {a) though I have failed to find ‘sensa- 
tions’ amongst our actual cognizant experiences, most people (it 
may be obj ected) and many philosophers have been more f ortimate. 
Those very ‘sensations’ which I have just set aside as right' and 
fitting, figure m Locke’s philosophy (to say nothing of, for example, 
Hume or Kant) as the materials of all our thinking about the 
‘external sensible objects’ — as the foundations of our knowledge, 
slight though it be,® of the physical world. And (&) in any case 
every perception — ^as we have seen — ^includes ‘sensation as an 
inseparable moment ’. We are aware of colour, shape, sound, and 
the other so-called ‘sensible qualities’. Hence, the real issue (it 
may be said), the only question of substance, remains untouched. 


* Cl above, p. 102. 

* For * as to a perfect science of natural bodies (not to mention spiritual beings) 
we are, I think, so far from being capable of any such thing, that I conclude it lost 
labour to seek after it' (Locke, Essay, iv. 3, § 29). 
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Are we, or are we not, in our perceptions, precisely in virtue of 
their 'moment of sensation’, directly aware of facts, or characters 
of fact, presented, or presenting themselves, exactly as they are? 

{a) No doubt the popular subdivision of our 'immediate’ (or 
sensuous) knowledge into sense-perceptions, sensations, and feel- 
ings is derived from and incorporates, or at least roughly resembles, 
Locke’s doctrine of the 'simple ideas of sensation’ and of 'reflec- 
tion’ as the two fountains of aU our knowledge. But this affiliation 
or resemblance, I shall try to show, is a source of weakness, not of 
strength. 

First let us recall the broad outlines of Locke’s doctrine by a 
few quotations from Essay, ii. c. i : 

'Let us suppose,’ he says, 'the mind to be (as we say) white paper, 
void of all characters, without any ideas ; How comes it to be furnished ? 

. . . Whence has it all the materials of reason and knowledge ? To this 
I answer, in one word, from experience. . . . Our observation employed 
either about external sensible objects, or about the internal operations of our 
minds, perceived and reflected on by ourselves, is that which supplies our 
understandings with all the materials of thinking. These two are the 
functions of knowledge, from whence all the ideas we have, or can 
naturally have, do spring.’ 

About the first 'function’ (with which we are at present con- 
cerned), Locke proceeds as follows: 

' . . . our senses, conversant about particular sensible objects, do convey 
into the mind several distinct perceptions of things, according to those 
various ways, wherein those objects do affect them: and thus we come 
by those ideas [=" simple ideas of sensation”, as we learn presently] 
we have of yellow, white, heat, cold, soft, hard, bitter, sweet, and all those 
which we call sensible qualities; which when I say the senses convey 
into the mind, I mean, they from external objects convey into the mind 
what produces there those perceptions. This great source of most of the 
ideas we have, depending wholly upon our senses, and derived by them 
to the understanding, I call sensation.' 

Lastly, in the summary at the end of the chapter, ^ Locke says: 

Tf it shall be demanded ..." When a man begins to have any ideas?'* 
I think the true answer is, when he first has any sensation. For since 
there appear not to be any ideas in the mind, before the senses have 
conveyed any in, I conceive, that ideas in the understanding are coeval 
with sensation ; which is such an impression or motion, made in some 
part of the body, as produces some perception in the understanding. 
... In time, the mind comes to reflect on its own operations about the 

* ii. I, §§ 23-5. 
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ideas got by sensation, and thereby stores itself with a new set of ideas, 
which I call ideas of reflection. These impressions that are made on our 
senses by outward objects, that are extrinsical to the mind ; and its own 
operations, proceeding from powers intrinsical and proper to itself, 
which, when reflected on by itself, become also objects of its contempla- 
tion, are ... the original of all knowledge.’ 

Even in its most ‘sublime thoughts’ and ‘remote speculations’, 
the mind 

‘stirs not one jot beyond those ideas, which sense or reflection have 
offered for its contemplation. In this part, the understanding is merely 
passive. . . . For the objects of our senses do, many of them, obtrude 
their particular ideas upon our minds, whether we will or no. . . . These 
simple ideas, when offered to the mind, the understanding can no more 
refuse to have, nor alter when they are imprinted, nor blot them out and 
make new ones itself, than a mirror can refuse, alter, or obliterate the 
images or ideas, which the objects set before it do therein produce. . . .’ 

Partly from these passages, and partly from later chapters in 
the Essay, it is clear that Locke is assuming, and expects his 
readers to accept, a certain situation — a certain philosophical 
background — ^which may be roughly sketched as follows : 

We are to suppose an individual subject of knowledge to be on 
the threshold of his studies ; to have a mind as yet utterly unin- 
formed and unexercised, and to be just about to enter, for the 
first time, upon an investigation of the ‘sensible objects’ (things, 
for example, animals and human beings) which confront and 
surround him. Further, we are to suppose ourselves to know many 
things in regard both to the environment and to the nature of our 
hypothetical student. His environment, to put it broadly, is a 
world of ‘ sensible bodies ’ — but they are ‘ sensible ’ in a special and 
restricted fashion. They are solid, extended, shaped, at rest or 
moving, each of them ‘one’ and composed of ‘many’ minute 
‘ insensible ’ parts ; but they are not coloured or sounding, and they 
are without odour, flavour, or temperature.’" As to the student 
himself, he is one amongst these ‘bodies’; but he is a ‘body’ 
specially developed, which is either itself endowed with spiritual 
powers, or intimately united (in some unknowable way) with a 
spiritual substance or mind.^ He is, in short, a ‘cogitative being ’.^ 
His body includes an apparatus for receiving and transmitting 
impressions — motions or some physical effects produced in it by 

' Cf., e.g.. Essay, u. 8, §§ 7-26. » Cf., e.g., iv. 3, § 6. 

’ Seosating, perceiving, thinldng, willing, &c. : cf. iv. 10, § 9. 
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the action of external bodies. He has five* ‘senses’, i.e. special 
organs of sense; he has nerves and a brain; and the latter either 
itself possesses the power of ‘thinking’, or is in union* with a 
‘thinking substance’. 

All this — and more, which need not here be specified — ^Locke 
assumes, and expects his readers to accept, as true. And all this 
he supposes, and expects his readers to suppose, is as yet utterly 
imknown to the hj^othetical student — ^the student with the blank 
and empty mind. 

Now these assumptions have been exposed over and over again 
by philosophical criticism. The general situation in which Locke 
has planted himself is no longer held by any careful thinker. Still, 
let us for the sake of argument try to place ourselves with Locke 
in this outworn position and inquire what is the value of his account 
of the ‘first beginnings and materials’ of our knowledge. 

In view of Locke’s loose and ambiguous terminology and the 
many confusions in his thought it is difficult to give a short and 
confident answer. But one thing seems certain. The ‘simple ideas 
of sensation ’ presuppose on the part of the student, who is to begin 
his studies by acquiring or having them, the actual possession of 
a knowledge which — according to Locke — ^is obtainable only by 
elaboration out of them. Or (to put the same point in a somewhat 
different way) the cognizant experiences, in which we are aware of 
‘yellow, white, heat . . . and aH those which we call sensible 
qualities’, so far from being direct and merely sensuous appre- 
hensions, are — ^according to Locke’s own description of them — 
essentially inferential in character. They involve an inference from 
effect to cause — or, in Locke’s terminology, from the ‘idea’, as it 
is ‘barely a perception in the mind’, to a quality or ‘power’ in the 
external object which has produced the idea. The inference is not 
explicit or free ; it is inseparable from and immersed in the whole 
experience. Still, it is in principle an inference, though it is doubt- 
ful how far Locke would have agreed to call it so;* and the 
experience, which involves it, would be utterly impossible for the 
h3q)othetical beginner with the empty mind. 

(i) We may make this clear to ourselves by considering more 
closely Locke’s account of the ‘physical process’, which is pre- 
supposed by — or, as he tends to say and sometimes seems to 
think, which produces — our awareness of a ‘sensible quality’. An 

^ Or perhaps more, ii. 2, § 3. 

* As we said, cf. loc. cit. iv. 3, § 6. 

4746 I 


3 Cl below, p. 1 17. 
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external body acts upon some organ of sense (eye, ear, &c.) of our 
bypotbetical student. The action is mechanical, or ‘ by impulse 
that being ‘ the only way which we can conceive bodies operate in * 
By the action, the external body communicates something of itself 
— some ‘motion’ or some moving (but of course imperceptible) 
particles — ^to the organ of sense. This communicated something 
is transmitted or ‘continued’ by other parts of the student’s body 
(by his ‘nerves or animal spirits’) until it reaches his ‘brain or seat 
of sensation’.^ So far, therefore, the effect of the physical process 
is a change in the student’s brain; some displacement or new 
configuration or fresh movement of its particles. 

Now, before I proceed, I will call attention to the fact that the 
whole of this physical process falls utterly beyond the student’s 
ken. He is, ex hypothesi, as yet without the least notion of the 
nature, and even of the existence, of any external sensible bodies, 
or of his own organs of sense, nerves, and brain, or of ‘the ways 
which bodies operate in ’. In whatever sense, therefore, it may be 
true that some such ‘physical process’ is ‘presupposed, by’ the 
student’s'first awareness of a sensible quality, the ‘presupposition ’ 
is Locke’s, or ours, and not the student’s. The student cannot be 
aware of the ‘physical process’, or of any part of it, as conditioning, 
or contributing to, his first acquisition of a ‘simple idea of sensa- 
tion’. Indeed, we must go farther. For it is obvious — ^so obvious 
that one is almost ashamed to state it — ^that no percipient, while 
in the act, for example, of seeing a colour or hearing d sound, is 
ever in fact ‘aware of’ (in Locke’s terminology ‘perceives’ or 
‘contemplates’) any physical changes in his organs of sense or 
nerves (to say noting of his brain) as a part or condition of his 
cognizant experience of the ‘sensible quality’. And yet Locke’s 
statements compel us to suppose that every percipient (including 
our hypothetical beginner) is primarily or directly aware of a 
ph 3 ^(kl change in his brain, and indirectly through that ‘percep- 
tion’ is cognizant of his ‘sensible qualities’. 

To return to the ‘physical process’ which, according to Locke’s 
account, is presupposed in ‘having’ or ‘receiving’ a ‘simple idea 
of sensation’. As we have just seen, an external sensible body acts 
upon an oigan of sense: communicates to it by impulse a move- 
ment or moving particles or some physical change: this in turn is 
communicated to, and transmitted by, the nerves or ‘animal 
spirits’, so that it ultimately reaches and affects the brain — 

* Locke, Essay, ii. 8, § ii. * ii. 8, § 12 . 
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appearing there in the form of a physical change, a new configura- 
tion (perhaps) of the particles of that central organ. 

What exactly happens then? Is this physical change of the 
brain itself, for example, a sensation of colour ? Or does it produce 
a change in consciousness — & ‘ sensation ’, i.e. awareness, of colour ? 
Or is it that, which the sentient subject ‘perceives’ (apprehends) 
when he ‘has’ a simple idea of sensation? 

Locke’s own attitude to such questions seems at first quite 
frankly non-committal or agnostic. He holds it to be ‘ a point put 
out of the reach of our knowledge’ whether the Soul is an ‘imex- 
tended thinking substance’ or a ‘t hinking extended matter’.* He 
therefore speaks, indifferently, of ‘ideas' — or, sometimes, of ‘what 
produces ideas’ — ‘being conveyed by the senses into the mind’ or 
into the hrain?- On the whole, however, the metaphor he favours 
suggest that he was inclined to the view that ‘extended matter’ 
is that which ‘thinks’. And he does not seem to realize that, even 
on that h37pothesis, ‘thinking’ — ^i.e. any form of ‘being aware of 
something’, any cognizant experience — would still be a new and 
inexplicable function of extended matter in no way analogous to 
its other functions or properties. What happens, for example, 
when a white paper is stamped or imprinted; or when a mirror 
‘receives’ an ‘image’; or when a ‘cabinet’ is ‘furnished’ with 
contents — ^is clearly not in the least analogous to what happens 
when the ‘brain’ (the ‘thinking extended matter’) ‘receives an 
idea of sensation’ — ^becomes sensuously aware of colour, for 
example, or sound. 

But further complication is introduced into Locke’s already 
rather uncertain and confused attitude by a serious ambiguity in 
his use of the term ‘idea’ — ^a term which plays a large and impor- 
tant part in his exposition. 

By the term ‘idea’ Locke says he means ‘whatsoever the mind 
perceives in itself, or is the immediate object of perception, thought 
or understanding ’,3 or ‘whatsoever is the object of the understand- 
ing when a man thinks ’A But in this last passage he adds ‘ I have 
used it to express whatever is meant by phantasm, notion, species 
or whatever it is which the mind can be employed about in think- 
ing ’. Now this seems to imply that Locke agreed in the main with 
the traditional scholastic view — ^the kind of view which Descartes 
sketches in the Regulae,^ viz. that the ‘object of the tmderstand- 


' ib. iv. 3, § 6. 
♦ i. I, § 8. 


» Cf. ib. u. 8, § 12. = ii. 8, § 8. 

s Cf., e.g., R. XII, A.T., vol. x, pp. 412-16. 
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ing, when a man thinks’ about a perceptible or material thing, is 
a ^idvraafia or etSos, an image, shape, or form, impressed by the 
external thing on a peripheral organ of sense, by that impressed 
upon the 'common’ or ‘central’ organ of sense — and so ultimately 
formed in the (corporeal) organ of imagination or memory.^ One 
cannot help suspecting, therefore, that it is not by a mere accident 
of careless writing that Locke describes ideas as being ‘conveyed 
into the mind by the senses’ ; as being ‘ offered to the contempla- 
tion of the mind ’ ; or as being ‘ derived from the senses by the under- 
standing as materials for its thinking Locke himself, if challenged, 
would probably have replied: ‘My language is strictly in accord- 
ance with my explanation of what I mean by idea.- For the motion 
or configuration in the brain is the kind of thing which is commonly 
meant by philosophers — ^which, for example, is meant by Descartes 
when he speaks of the modifications in the corporeal Phantasia ; it 
is "conveyed in” by the senses ; and it is — according to the tradi- 
tional views of philosophy and according to my own theory — ^the 
immediate object of which the percipient inevitably and without 
his act or choice is aware. The only proper name for it, therefore, 
according to my definition of the term, is "Idea”.’ 

And yet, on the other hand, in many passages (and more than 
once in chapter i of Book II of the Essay), Locke identifies ‘the 
ideas we have of yeUow, white, heat’ and so forth — ^the ideas 
‘derived from’, or ‘got by’, sensation — ^with perceptions; a term 
which, though very general and broad in Locke’s usage, implies 
the exercise of a faculty of mind, even if only the passive faculty, 
or capacity, of ‘ receiving ’ The ‘ simple ideas of sensation ’ are thus 
not objects of perception or thinking, but the entire perceptions or 
cognizant experiences themselves, the actual awareness of a colour, 
soimd, taste, or some ‘sensible quality’. And this interpretation 
■ of ‘the simple ideas of sensation’ is confirmed, when we find Locke 

* Heaven forbid that I should enter here into the obscure and intricate topic 

of species intentionales, &c., and the role assigned to them in the 

m ech aTii sm rf knowledge by Aquinas — in elaboration of Aristotle’s statements 
about the waftjrutds, in De anima, iii. The whole subject is admirably treated 
by Gilson, Etudes de philosophie medicals, pp. 146 fi. Cf. also Gilson, ktudes sur 
U r&e de la pensie midUvale (chap. i). But though no doubt Gilson is right in 
in^taining that Descartes in his mature work attempted to get rid of these 
obscure entities (which were neither corporeal nor spiritual, or both corporeal and 
ymtual) and to substitute for them his ’Innate Ideas’, they survive, I tbint- 
beyond question in the RegiOae (written when Descartes was still under the influ- 
OTce of the teaching of La FlSche), and traces of them seem to be left even in his 
later work (cf., e.g., Medit. VI, A.T., vol. vii, p. 7s, 11 . 4-20) 

* Cf., e.g., ii. 9, S I ; ii. 21, §§ 72-3. ^ ■' 
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speaking of ‘ideas or p&rceptions in our minds’^ and of ‘a power to 
receive ideas or thoughts from the ‘operation of any extemai 
substance’ and when we remember his insistence that ‘to be in 
the understanding’ is ‘to be understood ’,3 and again that our 
ideas ‘are nothing but actual perceptions in the mind, which 
‘cease to be anything when there is no perception of them’.'* 

(ii) Amid all the confusion and ambiguity in Locke’s statements, 
then, so much at least seems clear — to have a simple idea of sensa- 
tion would be impossible for the imaginary student whose mind^ 
is ‘white paper’, an as yet ‘empty cabinet’, or an untroubled 
‘mirror’. The ‘simple idea of sensation’ is an experience which 
presupposes a percipient already possessed (like Locke himself) of 
a developed theory of the bodies of the extemai world, of the way 
in which they operate, and of the nature and capacities of his 
own body and mind. ‘ Simple ideas of sensation ’ — on Locke’s own 
showing — are not primitive cognizant experiences, are not the 
‘beginnings and materials ’ of all our knowledge. They are, on the 
contrary, abstracted results reached by reflection upon (by critical 
analysis of) our ‘knowledge’ — ^i.e. upon that system or complex of 
outworn theory which Locke (as we saw) mistakes for ‘knowledge’ 
of the physical world, and of the perceiving and thinking subjects 
who know it. 

Next I have to show, briefly, that an experience in which we are 
aware of a colour, a sound, or other sensible quality, is in fact, 
according to Locke’s own description of it, inferential: that it 
involves dn inference on the percipient’s part, though the inference 
is not explicit, and would not perhaps be regarded as an inference 
by Locke himself.® 

Since ‘to be in the understanding’ is ‘to be understood’, there 
is never any doubt as to the occurrence of any of our ideas. Whether 
we dream or remember, whether we imagine or sensate, we know 
with absolute certainty — ^by what Locke calls ‘intuitive know- 
ledge’® — ^that the ‘ideas’ in question are ‘actually in our minds’. 
But Locke claims that to have, or receive, a simple idea of sensa- 

' ii. 8, § 7. ® ii. 21, § 72. 

3 Cf. i. 2, § 5. 

■* ii. 10, § 2 ; cf. also ii. 32, § 3 ; iv. 17, § 8, &c. 

® Yet cf. perhaps iv. 2, § 14: 'But whether there be anything more than barely 
that idea in our minds, whether we can thence certainly infer the existence of any 
thing without us which corresponds to that iSsa, is that whereof some men think 
there may be a question made. . . 

* Cf. iv. 2, § 14. 
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tion is eo ipso to be conscious of it (not merely as ‘in our mind , 
but) as ' actually coming into our minds by our senses 

'I ask anyone/ he says/ ‘whether he be not invincibly conscious 
to himself of a different perception, when he looks on the sun by day, 
and thinks on it by night ; when he actually tastes wormwood, or smells 
a rose, or only thinks on that savour, or odour ? We as plainly find the 
difference there is between any idea revived in our minds by our own 
memory, and actually coming into our minds by our senses, as we do 
between any two distinct ideas.' 

And a little later in the same passage he refers to this distinguish- 
ing characteristic of actual seeing, tasting, smelling, &c. — ^i.e. of 
receiving or having a simple idea of sensation — as ‘that percep- 
tion and consciousness we have of the actual entrance of ideas from 
them [i.e. from the external objects] 

If we take this description of what it is to ‘ have a simple idea of 
sensation’ at its face value (if we accept it without criticism), it is 
clear that the experience, which it describes, is inferential. If ‘to 
have a simple idea of sensation’ really is to perceive the actual 
entrance of an idea through one of the senses from an external 
object, then clearly the percipient has (consciously or uncon- 
sciously) contributed a great deal from his general knowledge to 
the constitution of this experience. Or, to put it otherwise, 'to 
have a simple idea of sensation’ is clearly impossible for Locke’s 
imaginary beginner with the empty mind — ^since, ex hypothesi, he 
has no inkling of the existence or nature of any external objects 
or any organs of sense. 

The same result — ^the inferential character of these experiences 
of the ‘sensible qualities’ — emerges clearly when we consider 
Locke’s account of what these ‘qualities’ are. ‘To discover the 
nature of our ideas the better . . .’, Locke says,* ‘it will be con- 
venient to distinguish them as they are ideas or perceptions in our 
minds ; and as they are modifications of matter in the bodies that 
cause such perceptions in us. ... ’ He then proceeds:^ ‘Whatsoever 
the mind perceives in itself . . . that I call idea ; and the power to 
produce any idea in our mind, I call quality of the subject wherein 
that power is.’ From this he goes on to develop the weE-known doc- 
trine that, whEe the real bodies of the external world are actuaUy 
characterized by the ‘primary quahties’ (are actuaUy extended, 
figured, solid, moving, &c.), they are not actuaEy coloured, sound- 
ing, flavoured, &c. (i.e. the ‘secondary quahties’ do not, as such, 

* iv. 2, § 14. * a. 8, § 7. 3 1 8. 
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cli3i’3,cterize them) . If we look at a snowball (to borrow an example 
from Locke, l.c., § 8), the simple ideas of white, cold, and round, axe 
conveyed into our mind j and we should commonly speak of 
'white’, ‘cold’, and ‘round’ as ‘qualities’ of the snowball. In 
reality, however, as Locke maintains, though the snowball is 
actually ‘round’, it is not actually ‘white’ or ‘cold’. The ‘power’ 
to produce in us the idea of round is an actual shape of the snow- 
ball: a pattern, of which our idea is an image or resemblance. But 
the ‘powers’ to produce in us the ideas of white or cold as they 
actually exist in the snowball have no resemblance to the i<i e as 
they produce. White, cold, and the rest of the secondary qualities 
are in fact not qualities at all. Locke calls them so ‘ to comply with 
the common way of speaking’.^ ‘In truth’ they ‘are nothing in the 
objects themselves, t(ut powers to produce various sensations in 
us by their primary qualities, i.e. by the bulk, figure, texture, and 
motion of their insensible parts. . . .’ 

Locke lays great stress on the - importance of this distinction 
(derived from Descartes) between ‘the primary and real qualities 
of bodies, which are always in them’ and ‘those secondary and 
imputed qualities.* But — ^whatever its importance* — ^it does not 
affect or impair what in a later chapter^ he calls the ‘reality’ or 
‘truth’ of the simple ideas of sensation. All the simple ideas of 
sensation — our ideas, for example, of white and cold, no less than 
our idea of round — are (he there maintains) ‘real and true’. In 
all of them we are aware of ‘real ideas’ — i.e. the idea is for us not 
merely a ‘perception in our mind’, but has a reference to a reality 

' ii. 8, § 10. ® ii. 8, § 22. 

3 I say * whatever its importance * — ^for, so far as possible, I am anxious to avoid 
discussion of the details of Locke's philosophy. But, to prevent misunderstanding, 
I ought perhaps to say frankly that, in my judgement, nothing but an antiquarian 
interest attaches to Locke’s distinction between the primary and secondary 
qualities of bodies. The doctrine was killed by Berkeley’s criticism — and (to 
speak more Hihernico) killed again, and more completely, by Kant. It is not 
possible to state it so that it will retain even an appearance of plausibility for a 
modern student of philosophy. *The snowball’, for example, ‘is really round — 
round, in and for itself, whether anyone perceives it or not.’ What does this 
unperceived roundness mean ? ‘ It possesses, in and for itself, a shape such that 
all the particles on its circumference are equidistant from a single particle or 
point — or centre — ^within it. ' But (the modem student will object) this geometrical 
character is essentially relative to thought; it cannot belong to the snowball ‘in 
and for itself’, but only to it as an object of conception. And waiving that objec- 
tion, it is a quantitative character and not a ‘sensible quality’. What meaning 
is there in calling it a pattern of our idea of ‘round’ ? How can we suppose that 
the latter resembles the ‘equidistance of particles’, &c. — ^the ‘real shape* as it is 
in the snowball ? Cf. ii, 30, § i and 2. 
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without, external to, beyond, our mind. All our simple ideas of 
sensation (and, for that matter, all our simple ideas whatever their 
source — sensation, reflection, or both sensation and reflection) ^ 
‘agree to the reality of things’, or have 'a steady correspondence 
with the distinct constitutions of real beings’. 

The upshot of the whole matter, then, is this : ‘ To have a simple 
idea of sensation' is to be aware of a real power in an external 
body as the productive cause of a ‘perception’ (or ‘idea’ or ‘sensa- 
tion’) in the mind. The experience, which is thus described, is 
largely mediate or inferential. We are supposed, no doubt, to be 
immediately conscious of the idea not only as actually present in, 
but as actually coining into or being produced in, the mind. But 
we are also supposed, in the experience, to be aware of a real power 
in an external thing as the productive cause of the ‘idea in our 
mind’. And this feature of the experience is, beyond question, 
mediate or inferential. It requires an act of mind which is, in 
principle, an inference ; and the experience, in this respect, tran- 
scends the utmost which (on the most liberal interpretation) 
could be ‘passively received’ or ‘immediately presented’. Nor 
does it make any difierence (as Locke himself rightly points out),^ 
whether, in referring the idea in our minds to a power in the 
external thing, we conceive the latter as a pattern of the former 
(as a ‘sensible quality’ exactly like our ‘idea’) or, less definitely, 
as some ‘distinct constitution’ — ^some insensible character — 
whidb. is its cause. In either case, we are in fact transcending ‘the 
given’ — ^the idea as it is in, or comes into, our mind — ^and referring 
it by an inference to a cause not sensated, but conceived. 

4. (S) We have stiU to meet one last objection.^ For, granted 
that there are no sensations, there is at least sensating — a ‘ moment 
of sensation ’ — ^in every perception. And the real issue, it may be 
said, has hitherto been shirked. For between the perception of a 
corporeal thing, or physical event, and all other modes of experienc- 
ing these objects, there is an unmistakable difference — ^a difference 
of which, as Locke expresses it,'* the percipient is ‘invincibly con- 
scious to himself’. To perceive the sun blazing in the heavens or 
a flash of lightning zigzagging across the sky ; to perceive (i.e. to 
taste) the bitter wormwood, to perceive (i.e. to feel) the scorching 
fire — ^this is surely a special and imique mode of experience, 
indisputably distinct from ‘thinking on ’ these objects, from dream- 

^ Cf. H. 7. 

3 Cf. above, pp. iio-ii. 


* Cl ii. 30, § 2. 

^ iv. 2, § 14; cl above, pp. 117-18. 
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ing of them, imagining or even remembering them. A perception, 
in short, has (or includes) a characteristic actuality, which marks 
it off from an imagination, a dream, or even a memory. It brings 
with it a peculiar sense of contact with fact — ^what has been called" 
a 'coefficient of reality’ or ‘a tang’. Now, the real issue, it may 
be said, lies in this ‘actuality’, in this unique and special flavour, 
of perceptual experience. Whence is it derived ? Locke attributed 
it, as we saw, to the percipient’s ‘consciousness of the actual 
entrance’ of ideas of sensation from external objects — of their 
‘actually coming into the mind by the senses’. Such an account 
must clearly be rejected — ^vitiated, as it is, by the confusion in his 
notion of idea and in the role he assigns to ideas in knowledge. 
Yet, though indefensible in letter, is it so far wrong in spirit ? If, 
in perceiving a flash of lightning, we see a zigzag streak of bluish 
fight,® are not these ‘visible qualities’ (this shape and colour) real 
characters of a real thing or event ? And are they not directly 
presented to our vision, forced upon us as immediate objects of 
our sensating? If so, then Locke’s account seems broadly true. 
For is it not precisely this ‘moment of sensation’ — ^this sensuous 
contact with directly presented characters of fact — ^which gives 
to the whole experience its peculiar ‘actuality’, and makes of it 
a perception, instead of, for example, a memory, imagination, or 
dream? 

The objection is founded on a ‘difference’ between perception 
on the one hand, and dream, imagination, and memory on the 
other. This difference, it asserts, is ‘unmistakable’; and if we 
allow ourselves to be bluffed by the assertion, the rest of the 
objector’s argument may prove difficult to meet. But what are 
the facts? Suppose that, in intention, and when rightly applied, 
these four terms denote four several modes of experience, each 
uniquely individual in character, each positively itself and sharply 
distinct from all the rest. But, actually, in our experiences as we 
five them, mistake, confusion, self-deception are constant and 
notorious. We are certain, for example, that now we are ‘perceiv- 
ing’; that this our actual experience is a ‘perception’; we are 
‘ invincibly conscious to ourselves ’ oiits difference from a memory, 
a mere imagination, or a fortiori from a dream. Yet, the next 
moment, the whole or the major part of this same experience 
comes home to us as derived from memory, or as embroidered by 
imagination; and we are convinced that once again, as often 

* Cf. Alexander, Locke, p. 48. * Cf, above, pp. 80-81; 102. 
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before, we have been deceived by a certain vividness and wealth 
of detail — ^the hall-mark, as we rashly assumed, of present and 
presented fact, of fact 'forcing itself ’upon our notice. Orpresently, 
perhaps, .we wake; and, waking, find ourselves ‘invincibly con- 
scious’ that the whole experience (together with our former 
‘invincible consciousness’ that we were ‘perceiving’) was, after 
all, a dream. The ‘invincible consciousness’ of the subject of an 
experience guarantees nothing — except the bare fact that he is 
experiencing, or rather that there is an experiencing.* His convic- 
tion (if, or when, he has it) that he ^perceiving (not, for example, 
remembering, imagining, or dreaming) is anything but infallible. 

There is, then, no ‘special flavour’, no peculiar ‘actuality’ or 
‘tang’, in perceptual experience — ^none that is an infallible index 
of our ‘contact’ with elements or characters of reality. In any 
strict and literal sense, of course, we are never ‘in contact with 
reality ’. ‘ Touching ’ is not an adequate mode of knowing even the 
tangible ; nor is the real (if, or so far as, an 3 d;hing ‘ real ’ is tangible) 
adequately known, known m its reality, by ‘being touched’.* 
‘Contact’, however, and its cognates and derivatives, are con- 
venient, if imperfect, metaphors for ‘ knowledge ’ . It is both natural 
and legitimate to speak of ‘knowing’ and the ‘knowable’ or 
‘known’ in terms and phrases drawn from the sense of touch, and 
its field. Thus to know is to grip or grasp, to apprehend or compre- 
hend, the facts, reality or truth ; and the facts are hard or solid, 
stubborn or un 3 delding; reality or the truth is such that we must 
‘lay hold upon it’, ‘grapple with it’, or ‘grasp it firmly’. But 
these metaphors, we must remember, apply — ^in the broad sense, 
in which alone their emplo 3 nnent is legitimate — ^not solely, nor 
even prerogatively, to perception, but to all forms of knowledge, 
or to every mode of experience so far as it is (even remotely) cog- 
nizant. In memory, and even in imagination and dream, as well 
as in perception, the activity of the mind is controlled (to speak 
broadly) by ‘reality’ or ‘the nature of things’. In all these modes 
of experience, therefore, not in perception alone, there is a genuine 

^ Cl below, § lo, 3: especially p. 142. 

* * Contact' is an ajffair of surfaces, a superficial union of body witb body. If, 
througb the medium of some bodily part, we touch a body, the 'touching* (i.e. the 
'sense* or ‘feeling* of the contact) is at most an awareness of the surface of the 
body we tonch~not a knowledge of what it (the tangible body) 'really* is, if 
'really* it is anything. Conversely, if anything real is, qua real, a body and so 
tangible, its 'reality* {i.e- its corporeal nature) is most inadequately expressed in 
the contact; i.e. it does not show what it really is in 'being touched*. 
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sense in which we are (if not passive, at least) receptive— a sense 
in which what we remember, and even what we imagine, or dream, 
as well as what we perceive, is ‘forced upon’ the mind, comes to 
us with a certain ‘tang’ or ‘coefficient of reality 

But still, it will be said, there is a real issue, which must be 
faced. Surely, it will be said, there is an objective difference — a 
difference in principle — ^between perception on the one hand, and 
memory (say), imagination, and dream, on the other. The subject 
of an experience may, and often does, mistake its nature; but if, 
or when, he is in fact ‘perceiving’ — ^if, or when, his experience is a 
genuine ‘ perception ’ — ^there is actually a mode of cognizant experi- 
ence, a form of ‘knowledge’, which is characteristically itself and 
characteristically distinct from all other modes. What, then, we 
stiall be asked, is this special and positive character of perception ? 
Wherein is it distinct from memory, imagination, and dream ? 

Observe that this issue was wrongly formulated in the original 
objection. For there it was assumed that the special character of 
a perception was derived from, and could be assigned to, one 
‘moment’ in the experience. The solution, it was taken for 
granted, must be sought in the unique character and object of the 
‘moment of sensation’. In virtue of that ‘moment’ (it was sug- 
gested), or qua sensating, the percipient makes contact with ‘real 
qualities’ of fact. But, obviously, a ‘moment’, ex vi termini, has 
as such no object and no character — ^i.e. none that can be assigned 
exclusively to it, none that are ‘hedged off’ within the total 
object and character of the whole experience. A ‘moment’, ex 
vi termini, is what it is only in, and by virtue of, the whole it goes 
to constitute. To seek for some special character and object in the 
‘ moment of sensation’ is to confound a whole with a complex and the 
‘ moments ’ of the former with the isolable constituents of the latter. 

But if our former account of perception is sound, the issue is 
stiU not rightly formulated. The perception, as we saw, embodies, 
and further defines, a certain total consciousness of a world ; and 
in the growth and maintenance of that consciousness the whole 
structure of the mind (the mind in the established and organized 
totality of its activity, not in this or that isolated function) is 
implicated and engaged. There is no ‘sharp distinction’ (as we 
supposed,® being misled by Locke’s contrast between, for example, 
‘looking on the sun by day’ and ‘thinking on it’) between percep- 
tion and memory, between either of these and imagination, nor 
^ Cf. ali>ove, pp. 99-100. - * Above, p. 121. 
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even between these three and dream. We are not here dealing 
with four modes of cognizant experience, each complete and inde- 
pendent, and all on the same level. Perception, no doubt, is often, 
and rightly, used to denominate a ‘mode of cognizant experience’ 
— a typical form or level of knowledge — ^possessing a relative com- 
pleteness and independence, a character and being of its own. But 
(disregarding dream for the sake of brevity) it seems neither so 
usual nor so defensible to use the terms ‘ memory ’ and ‘ imagination ’ 
in the same way. At all events, it is dear that they are inseparably 
entangled with perception. For to perceive is impossible without 
remembering and imagining; if we are to ‘remember’ we must 
have perceived or imagined, or both; and in ‘imagining’ we draw 
upon our perceptions and om* memories. Not only so. The very 
act of im a gining requires an object made (so to speak) of sensible 
stuff, and presupposes the ‘actual world’ of the perceiving and 
remembering consciousness — ^if only as a background, by contrast 
with which it constructs and sustains its own ‘imaginary world’ 
The very act of remembering is possible only for a perceiving and 
imagining consciousness ; and what we remember must fit within 
the framework of our ‘real’ (i.e. our perceived or perceivable) 
world. And, lastly, the very act of perceiving embraces a ‘then’ 
as well as a ‘now’, a ‘there’ beyond the ‘here’; transcends any 
‘punctual’ present, whether of time or place; includes, therefore, 
more than could be assigned to ‘perception’, if ‘perception’ is to 
be ‘sharply distinguished’ from memory and imagination. If we 
are to insist upon a ‘sharp distinction’, do we perceive the flash of 
lightning; or if we are to speak strictly must we on the contrary 
say that in part we imagine, and in part complete our view of it 
by memory ? 

The real issue raised by (or underlying) the objection seems, 
then, to be no less than this. By perception is meant a level of 
knowledge at which some finite subject (this or that embodied- 
mind) apprehends a thing, scene, or event before him — ‘present’ 
(i.e. here and now) within the frame and context of his ‘actual’ 
(and, as he assumes, the actual) world. What is this ‘presence’ in 
time and place, which differentiates perception (perceiving and 
the perceived or perceptible) from other levels of knowledge — 
from, for example, the ‘knowledge’ attained and embodied in the 
reasoning of the sciences, or, again, in philosophical speculation ? 
Is this ‘presence’ or ‘actuality’ of perception fixed and definable 
as an objective locality and date within a ‘real’ (an objective and 
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universal) order of space and time; or is it merely- subjective or 
personal, a reflex of the shifting ‘feeling’ of this or that embodied- 
mind? What, in short, is ‘my actual world’— the world which 
includes all that I can be said to ‘perceive’; and which, at the 
level of perception, I take to be ‘the actual world’, a world pre- 
rogatively (if not exclusively) ‘real’?* 

But if this, or anything like this, is the real issue raised by the 
objection, we may fairly decline to pursue it further. Certainly a 
complete philosophical theory of knowledge-or-truth— a system 
of logic — ^is bound to face these large and fundamental questions, 
is bound to characterize the three main levels of cognizant experi- 
ence (perceptual, scientific, philosophical), which we are taking for 
granted, and to examine their affiliation — ^their mutual relations 
and distinctions. The issue underljdng the objection is real; but 
its discussion is not directly relevant to our present restricted 
problem, nor would its solution shake the negative conclusion to 
which we have come. At all the levels of ‘knowledge’, there is 
intellectual activity of a finite subject — of which a finite subject 
is the indispensable channel, and which he contributes to sustain; 
and in all of them the finite subject is ‘receptive’, or is controlled 
in ‘ his ’ thinking by ‘ reality or the nature of things ’ .* In perception, 
the intellectual activity is the ‘instinctive’ or ‘sensuous’ thinking 
which is called ‘perceiving’; and the controlling reality appears 
in the form of an ‘actual’ or ‘historical’ world, a world of passing 
events and their enactors. At the ‘scientific’ level of ‘knowledge’, 
on the other hand, the intellectual acti'vity is explicit (though 
abstract) reasoning; and what the finite subject knows — ^the 
‘reality’ which controls the thinking of a man of science, or which 
is for him ‘the real world’ — ^is a system of essential natures and 
their necessary laws, a ‘domain’ timeless and unlocaHzed, or at 
least unchanging within a definable period and region. But how 
the ‘sensuous thinking’, which is ‘perceiving’, is related to, and 
distinguished from, the ‘reasoning’ of the sciences; and how both 
are related to, and distinguished from, ‘speculative’ or ‘philo- 
sophical’ thinking ; or again, how the ‘actual’ world of perception 
and the ‘ domains ’ of the sciences are related to, and distinguished 
from, one another and from the ‘spiritual realities' (the eternal 
and concrete ‘realms’) which are known, or know themselves, in 
philosophy — ^such large and fundamental questions are surely 

' Cf. Bradley, Es$ays, pp. 460-9, 'On My Real World*. 

» Cf. above, pp. 99-100, 122. 
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irrelevant to otir present investigation. For whatever their answer, 
our negative result, in regard to sensation, would still stand firm. 
Whatever may be the true account of the ‘ presence ’ or ‘ actuality ’ 
which characterizes perception, it is clear at least that nothing 
real — ^no real element or quality — ^is directly given or received in a 
purely sensuous cognizance. We have argued that there are no 
‘sensations’. We have argued also that, though there is sensating in 
every perception, it ' is there ' and only as a ‘ moment ’ of the whole 
experience, and (being a ‘moment’, not a ‘constituent’) has no 
character or object peculiar to itself or exclusively its own. Pro- 
vided, therefore, our arguments are sound, it is certain, whatever 
may be the solution of the ‘larger issue’, that there is no datum 
to be sought for, or to be found, either amongst our sensations or 
'in’ (as the ‘content’ or ‘object’ of) sensating. 

B. The Division on its Higher Level 
§ 10. (Ill) Sensation or Feeling 

I. We have reached a turning-point in the present investigation, 
and it will be worth while considering where we stand. 

In this and the following Study we were to start from certain 
commonly accepted theories in regard to knowledge and to truth. 
These theories — ^if sound — stand in the way of the conception of 
logic which was outlined in the introductory Study. We were, 
then, to accept them provisionally, and to develop them in order 
to test them. 

In the present Study, what we are thus examining is a supposed 
division of knowledge into immediate and discursive; and this 
division is popularly drawn at two different levels. At the lower 
level — ^with which we have so far been concerned — knowledge of 
sense (sensuous and sentient knowledge) is taken to be immediate : 
and contrasted with knowledge by way of thought, all thought being 
‘mediate’ or discursive. At the higher level there is supposed to 
be a division within thought itself — ^to be a conceptual knowledge 
which is immediate, a thought which is intuitive, an intellectual 
seeing: and, contrasted with it, based upon it and a development 
of it, a knowledge by way of judgement and inference. The latter is 
essentially a process, movement, development— logical, if not also 
temporal. 

Now this distinction of levels is part and parcel of the popular 
doctrine of a division in knowledge. It itself, along with the 
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division, is on its trial in the present Study, and we must not be 
disconcerted if we find it breaking down ; and this is in fact what 
is happening: and this is why we have reached a turning-point. 
For it is becoming clear that the distinction of levels (with which 
we have been working) is a mere popular confusion which carmot 
be defended. It is becoming evident that there is no knowledge of 
sense, no merely sensuous cognizance other than, contrasted with, 
and divided from aH intellectual cognizance, i.e. knowledge by way 
of thought. All cognizant experience, in short, is intellectual — or at 
least there is no knowledge without thinking.^ Hence what I have 
hitherto called the higher level of the division is in truth the only 
level at which knowledge could be (or rather, seem to be) divided. 
We have in fact been examining hitherto, and we shall be examining 
henceforth, a supposed division of 'intellectual cognizance’. But we 
must remember that this ‘intellectual cognizance’ is not set over 
against a ‘knowledge of sense’. It must be interpreted so as to 
include whatever of knowledge there is — ^to include, for example, 
perception (which, in virtue of its ‘moment’ of sensation, it is 
natural to call a ‘knowledge of sense’), if (or so far as) to perceive 
is to ‘know’ and the perceived is ‘known’. 

Hitherto, however, accepting the popular distmction, we have 
been concerned with the ‘immediacy ’ which is supposed to charac- 
terize all knowledge of sense. Taking knowledge of sense to cover 
‘all that we feel, sensate, or sensuously perceive’, we proceeded 
(following a commonly accepted classification, derived in the main 
from Locke) to distinguish three groups of cognizant experiences 
(sense-perceptions, sensations, and sentiences or feelings) in which 
it is embodied and actual. And we set out to test its supposed 
‘ immediacy ’ by searching methodically in each of the three groups 
thus indicated (sense-perceptions, sensations, feelings) for a datum ; 
i.e. for something which presented and guaranteed itself as fact 
and truth in one. 

As a rough delimitation of the range within which, if anywhere, 
knowledge of sense may reasonably be expected to fall, this 
tripartite classification is natural enough. For, if ever we know by 
sense and not by thought, what we thus know (it seems obvious) 
must either be felt, or sensated, or perceived ; and, if anjdliing is* 
ever ‘known by sense and not by thought’, the knowing it (it 
seems equally obvious) must be either a feeling, or a sensating, or a 
perceiving. Yet, as we have seen, neither in perceptions, nor in the 

^ Study I, p. 13. 
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supposed group of sensations, is there in fact a knowledge of sense 
— ^i.e. a purely sensuous cognizance of a purely sensible object. 
Nothing therefore is left except the sentiences or feelings of our 
inner processes and states, which form the third and last group- of 
the tripartite classification. There— or nowhere— we must look 
for ‘knowledge of sense', for a purely sensuous cognizance of a 
purely sensible object. 

2. These ‘sentiences or feelings’, it will be recalled, are sup- 
posed to be ‘experiences in which a self-conscious subject is 
primarily and predominantly aware of his own inner processes or 
states’ ; in which he apprehends, by a kind of ‘inner’ or ‘internal 
sense’, the actions and affections of his own conscious being; in 
which (to borrow Locke’s terminology)* the mind, ‘reflecting on 
its own operations within itself’, ‘perceives’, ‘observes’, ‘takes 
notice of’ its own ‘perception’, for example, its own ‘thinking, 
doubting, believing, reasoning, knowing, willing ’, and so forth. 

Are there such experiences in fact ? Do they actually occur — or 
are they mere products of confusion and misinterpretation, as 
mythical as ‘ sensations ’ ? 

One is inclined to say at first that beyond all question such 
experiences occur. ‘To doubt their actuality is to doubt the 
existence of any mind, or self-conscious subject of experiences at 
all. For if a subject is self-conscious he clearly is (or maybe) aware 
that he is experiencing ; aware of his experiences as his own ; aware 
of himself (or, of his “mind”) as active — or at all events as impli- 
cated — ^in them. It is in virtue of this actual or possible return 
upon itself of his awareness — ^this inner consciousness, let us call 
it, though, as we shall see, the phrase is dangerous — ^that a subject 
of experiences is “self-conscious”, or is a “mind”.’ 

But, granted that a mind or a self-conscious subject can neither 
be nor be conceived without ‘inner consciousness’; and granted 
further that the existence of ‘minds’ or a ‘mind’ is not to be 
doubted — ^the supposed ‘sentiences or feelings’ may stiU be 
fictions, (i) It does not follow that the ‘inner consciousness’ 
which, on these premisses, is indisputably actual, exists as a group 
of special experiences. And (ii) there is nothing to justify its 
supposed affinity to sense. 

(i) It belongs to the very nature of a mind — of a self-conscious 
subject of experiences — ^that, in experiencing, it should return upon 
itself. AU my experiences — ^my pleasures and pains, desires and 

* Cl Essay t ii. i, § 4. , 
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volitions, perceptions and thoughts — are, or may be, precisely in 
so far as I am a ‘ mind mine for me. In all of them, I — ^since I am 
theirself-conscioussubject— do(ormay) ‘feel’, ‘enjoy’, myself. They 
not only belong to me; not only, in and by their difference, fulfil 
and express my unitary being; not only are rays diverging from, 
and converging on, a single form which is myself. As a mind, as 
self-conscious, I ‘feeV myself one in and through their variety; I 
am ‘aware of’ myself zs the focus, from which they radiate and to 
which they return.'' And in some such general sense, there is (or 
may be) actual, in each and all of my experiences, an ‘inner con- 
sciousness’, a ‘feeling or sentience’ of myself. 

But ‘inner consciousness’, or a ‘sentience or feeling of myself’, 
thus understood, is clearly not itself one of my experiences, nor a 
group or set of my experiences. It is clearly not the sing ula r of which 
the supposed 'sentiences or feelings ’ — ^the supposed ‘ experiences in 
which I am predominantly aware of my inner states and processes’ 
are the plural. And the actual occurrence of the latter is not in the 
least guaranteed by the ‘indisputable actuality’ of the former. 
For it is one thing to insist that, since — or in so far as — I am a 
‘mind’, my conscious being in all its modes, in all its states and 
changes, is turned back upon itself; that a ‘reflected’ or ‘inner 
consciousness’ contributes to, and completes, all the experiences 
in which I know or am affected by or will what is ‘other’ than 
myself. This is to insist that ‘inner consciousness’ is actual as a 
‘moment’ in all my perceiving, thinking, doubting, desiring, 
w illin g, &c. ; as a ‘moment’, without which I should not be (as in 
fact I am) self-conscious in all these ‘different actings of my mind’. 
It is a totally different thing to assume that there first states 
and changes of my conscious being, whereby I know, or will, or 
am affected by, ‘outer objects’ or what is other than myself; and 
that, beside and distinct from these ‘primary’ experiences, there 
occur and are actual, secondly, awarenesses of them — experiences of 
a ‘secondary’ or ‘reflective’ order, the ‘sentiences or feelings’ of 
the popular classification. 

So far, therefore, it is an open question whether the supposed 
‘sentiences or feelings’ occur in fact, are actual experiences; or 
whether they are as m3dhical as ‘ sensations ’. ‘ Sensations ’, it will 
be remembered, turned out to be fictions resulting from popular 

* All this, ! am aware, is very inadequately expressed. It is to be understood 
in connexion with, and subject to qualification by, the account sketched above 
(pp. 85-9) of the ‘spiritual unity* which characterizes a ‘mind*. 

4746 K 
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misinterpretation of an 'indisputable fact' — viz. the sensuous 
moment, the moment of sensation, in all perceptions. ' Sentiences 
or feelings' may turn out to be the products of an analogous con- 
fusion, a popular misinterpretation of another 'indisputable fact’ 
— viz, the 'sentience or feeling', the 'inner consciousness', which 
is actual as a 'moment' in all the experiences of a self-conscious 
subject. 

(ii) 'Naturally', it will be objected, 'the question remains open 
when thus considered. For after all, it is a question of fact. It 
cannot be decided by abstract speculations on what is involved in 
the being — ^in the essence or conception — of a mind. It can only 
be answered by a review of the facts, by a scrutiny of the experi- 
ences which, in this region, occur and are actual beyond dispute. ' 

The objection is sound ; but the dijBficulty is to determine what 
exactly are 'the facts Still, let us try to set out roughly what, in 
this region, it seems safe to accept as fact, as actual beyond dispute. 
'Seems safe' — ^for further consideration may force us later ^ to 
doubt what here we provisionally set down as 'facts'. 

In the first place, 'inner consciousness', in the general sense 
explained before, seems actual beyond dispute. It is, or seems to 
be, a ' fact ' that I am (or may be) ' aware of myself ' in, and through, 
all my experiences of what is other than myself. In them all — ^in 
all my passions, desires, volitions, perceptions, thoughts — ^there is 
a 'moment of return' which differentiates them from changes 
merely happening to a 'soul' or 'conscious being', and completes 
them into experiences of a mind, i.e. changes in which a self- 
conscious subject achieves, expresses, and maintains its spiritual 
unity. 

And secondly, in this region, it seems possible to venture farther 
and to accept certain 'reflective' experiences as 'facts', as actual 
and occurring beyond dispute. For there seem to be occasions 
when I concentrate my attention upon the 'inner consciousness', 
upon the 'moment of return', in this or that experience, and make 
of it the object' and the 'filling' of another and independent 
experience ^an experience of a 'secondary' or 'reflective' order. 
Thus, for example, {a) my perception of the flash of lightning, since 
(or so far as) I am a mmd, involves (and is completed by) an aware- 
ness that I am perceiving, and that I am petceiving ; or again, in 
feeling angry, I {qua^ self-conscious) am aware that I am feeling, 
and that what I feel is anger. And, further, (6) it seems impossible 

* Below, pp. 134 ff. 
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to deny that sometimes, in certain secondary or reflective ex- 
periences, I abstract, and attend to, the ‘moment of inner con- 
sciousness ’ in these or similar primary experiences. Thus, it seems 
impossible to deny that I may, and often do, ‘observe’, ‘perceive’, 
or ‘take notice of’, that ‘acting of my own mind’ which was its 
‘ primary ’ perceiving ; or that modification of my own self-conscious 
being which was my ‘primary’ experience of anger. 

To assert that the occurrence of such ‘reflective’ experiences 
cannot be denied — ^that such ‘reflective experiences’ are actual 
beyond dispute and must be accepted as ‘facts’ — ^is already, 
perhaps, to go too far. Such experiences, we shall be reminded, 
so far from being ‘actual beyond dispute’, are the subject of a 
notorious controversy — ^a controversy concerning the manner and 
the possibihty of what is known as introspection. For, while the 
self-conscious subject is perceiving the lightning or feeling angry, 
he is wholly and imdividedly absorbed in these primary experiences. 
If then he is (in a sense) ‘aware’ of the ‘acting of his own mind’, 
this awareness, this inner consciousness, is submerged in the primary 
experience of which it is an integral and inseparable ‘moment’. 
It seems impossible that then — ^i.e. while he is perceiving or feeling 
angry — ^he should simultaneously reflect upon this ‘moment’, 
extract it, and make it the object and filling of a distinct and 
‘secondary’ experience; impossible, because, ex hypothesi, he is 
whole and undivided in his self-conscious being, and only thiis the 
subject of his primary experiences. When, on the other hand, his 
perception or emotion is over, the ‘inner consciousness’, the 
‘moment of return’, the ‘acting of his mind’, is over too; for, 
whichever of these phrases we prefer, what they were intended to 
designate was admittedly a complement — an integrating and com- 
pleting phase or factor — of the primary experience. How then can 
he now — ^in a subsequent reflective experience — ‘observe’ or 
‘ perceive ’ the past and vanished actings of his mind ? How can he 
in any sense ‘take notice of’, or ‘study’, them ? If he is to reflect 
upon them, they must presumably be, or be brought, before his 
mind. But no revival or recall, short of a re-enacting of them, 
could reproduce them as they were (and as he wishes to study them). 
And yet to re-enact them would be to reinstate them as the present 
actings of his mind; and so to relive, after a lapse, the primary 
experiences in which these ‘actings’ were ‘moments’. He would 
be drawn, in short, once more into a perception or an emotion, 
instead of ‘reflecting upon’ and stud3dng the moment of inner 
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consciousness which such 'primary’ self-conscious experiences^ 

involve. 

Yet at first sight this argument seems to have proved too much. 
There seems good reason for disregarding these difficulties. There 
is an air of unreality, of logomachy, about them ; and it looks as if 
they would vanish before a criticism of the rigid and mechanical 
disjunctions on which they are based. Is it so certain, for example, 
that the ‘primary experiences’, when they ‘are’ at all, completely 
fill and absorb the mind — ^so that either I ‘perceive’ without the 
possibility of ‘reflecting’, or ‘reflect’ without a trace of ‘perceiv- 
ing’ ? Or again, is it not monstrous to assume — ^as the argument 
does assume — ^that the experiences of a mind are insusceptible of 
degree; and that each of them is either ‘actual’ or ‘over’ — ^i.e. 
utterly vanished, ‘actual’ in no sense or no degree at all?* 

We are, then, to assume (provisionally, at least) that there are 
certain ‘secondary’ experiences, in which the mind reflects upon 
its own emotions, desires, volitions, perceptions, thoughts, &c. ; 
reflects upon them, and takes for the object of its study the 
‘moment of inner consciousness’ which these primary experiences 
involve. The occurrence of such reflective experiences, we are to 
assume, is undeniable, an indisputable fact — although (as we have 
just seen) to make this assumption is to set aside a familiar con- 
troversy, and to disregard its arguments as unconvincing and 
unreal. 

(iii) But these reflective experiences are not the ‘sentiences 
or feelings’ which figure in the popular classification. For the 
‘sentiences or feelings’, it will be remembered, are supposed to 
form a subdivision of knowledge of sense. They are put forward 
as a special group of sensuous (as contrasted with intellectual) 
cognizances. But there is nothing sensuous about the ‘reflective 
experiences’ which we have now set down provisionally as facts. 
There is nothing in my reflective cognizance to suggest any special 
resemblance, any special analogy or kinship, with sensuous think- 
ing — ^with sense-perceiving or with the ‘sensating’, which that 
involves. 

If this is correct, what justification is there for speaking of inner 

‘ I have tried to indicate shortly a line of axgument which seems at first to ofier 
a successful solution of the well-known difficulty, or apparent paradox, in ‘intro- 
spection’. Those who are interested may be referred to the brilliant discussion 
by Bradley(m his Essays on Truth and Reality, pp. i66 fi.) of the problem, which he 
there puts in the form : ‘ Can I observe my own present state, and, if not that, what 
in the end can I observe ? ' 
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consciousness 3n.d introspection ? ‘ Inner consciousness ’ suggests 
that the moment of return in our self-conscious experiences is an 
awareness of facts within (in contrast to facts without) ourselves. 
And ‘introspection’ suggests that to reflect is to look at states and 
processes inside our body, or our mind, or our embodied-mind. 
And what right have we to call the cognizance in our reflective 
experiences an ‘observing’ or ‘perceiving’ — as though it were 
indeed analogous to sense-perceiving, involving the stimulation 
and reaction of an organ and faculty of ‘inner sense’, as the latter 
involves the collaboration of the ‘outer senses’ 

It must be admitted that the terms in question are misleading. 
The employment of them is not in the end defensible, though it may 
be excused on the ground of tradition and common usage, and 
by the plea that they can only be avoided by long and cinnbrous 
periphrasis. 

‘Inner consciousness’ and ‘introspection’ — even when used by 
writers whose philosophical outlook has nothing in common with 
that of Locke — ^tend beyond doubt to suggest to the careless 
reader (and most readers are careless) the Lockeian antithesis 
between the ‘ external sensible objects ’ and the ‘ internal operations 
of our minds ’.* They tend to suggest the quite indefensible notion 
of a realm of physical facts ‘outside’, and confronting, a realm of 
psychical facts enclosed ‘within’ the mind — as though the mmd 
were, so to speak, a box containing its experiences, and itself con- 
tained in the larger box which is the spatial world. 

And undoubtedly we run a risk of suggesting the same absur- 
dities if we use the terms ‘observe’ or ‘perceive’ in connexion with 
our reflective cognizances — ^however much we may protest that we 
mean no more by them than ‘ to attend to ’, ‘ to notice ’ or ‘ to study ’, 
as, for example, one may ‘observe’ the logical nexus of an argu- 
ment, or ‘perceive’ its principle or its truth.^ 

* Cf. Locke, Essay, ii. i, § 4; *Tliis source of ideas [sc. Reflection] every man 
has wholly in himself: and though it be not sense, as having nothing to do with 
external objects ; yet it is very like it, and might properly enough be called internal 
sense.' 'It is very like it', on Locke’s theory, apparently because the 'ideas' we 
have from reflection, like the ' ideas ’ we have from sensation, are received by us 
passively ; they present themselves to us, and aU we have to do, or can do, is to 
'observe' or 'perceive' them. At the same time, if we reflect, we cannot avoid 
observing them; for they impress themselves upon our 'internal sense', much as 
the qualities of the external bodies impress themselves upon the outer senses and 
through them upon the brain (or mind). 

® Ibid, ii. I ; and above, pp. 1 1 1 fl. 

^ Prof. N. K. Smith [A Commentary to Kant's Critique of Pure Reason^) uses 
'inner consciousness' without hesitation. Cl, e.g.,p. 148; 'No great thinker except. 
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I shall try to avoid these misleading terms in the rest of my 
treatment of 'the moment of return in self-conscious experience', 
and the ‘reflective experiences' in which we abstract, and are 
cognizant of, that moment. Meantime, a few sentences will be 
enough to summarize the result we have reached so far. The 
sentiences and feelings of the popular tripartite classification are 
as mythical, as much the products of confusion and misinterpreta- 
tion, as sensations. That they should be supposed to occur — ^to be 
amongst our actual experiences — ^is a surprising testimony to the 
survival in popular opinion of the influence of Locke's speculations. 
The entire popular distinction between knowledge of sense and 
knowledge by way of thought is worthless, and must henceforth be 
utterly abandoned. 

3. We have committed ourselves provisionally to two assertions : 
viz. (i) that in all self-conscious experience there is ‘ a moment of 
return', and (ii) that there are ‘secondary' experiences in which, 
reflecting on this or that self-conscious experience, we are able to 
make of this integrant phase of its being — ^this ‘ moment of return ' 
— du special object of our study. 

Further consideration will force me to qualify, if not to withdraw, 
the second of these assertions. But before reopening the question 
of these reflective experiences, I want to dwell a little longer on 
that ‘moment of return'. Is not this integrating complement 
of every self-conscious experience precisely the kind of datum of 
which we are in search ? It is, to begin with, fact or at least an 
inseparable integrant of fact. And, next, this fact or integrant of 
fact seems to present and guarantee itself — ^seems, therefore, in 
being fact, eo ipso to be also truth. For must there not, in virtue 


Locke, has attempted to interpret inner consciousness on the analogy of the senses. ^ 
He is quite clear, however, on the failure of this attempt. Cl, e.g., p. 293: 'The 
doctrine of inner sense, as expounded by Locke, suffers from an ambiguity which 
seems almost inseparable from it, namely the confusion between inner sense, on 
the one hand‘«s a sense in some degree analogous in nature to what may be called 
outer sense, and on the other as consisting in self-conscious reflection.' For 
Bradley's defence of introspection, cl above, p. 132. There are, however, it must 
be admitted, unfortunate (and unconscious) survivals of the influence of Locke 
in Bradley’s early work — ^particularly in his treatment of ‘ idea ’ (the ' psychological 
idea’, ‘psychical states or events *, &c.) in the first edition of his Principles of Logic, 
Still he would have protested vigorously — and in the main, rightly — ^if anyone 
had accused him of accepting Locke’s general philosophical assumptions. There 
is a clear statement of the misleading suggestions involved in the term ‘intro- 
spection* in Reybum’s Introduction to Psychology (pp. 5i“3). But the author’s 
attempt to explain and justify his own use of the term (to show that, as he uses 
it, it does not involve similar absurdities) is not altogether convincing. 
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of this ' moment be attributed to all the cognizant experience of a 
self-conscious subject ‘a being which is both percipi and percipere — 
is not all of it, in this respect at least, a ‘self-awareness, self-given 
and given to itself ?* 

It must, I think, be admitted, that in ‘the moment of return’ 
we have found a datirni — ^though (as we shall see) not a datum 
precisely of the kind for which we have been looking. We have 
found a daiwm\ for we have stumbled upon that immediate, yet 
necessary, nexus between self-consciousness and existence, which 
Descartes discovered, expressed in its simplest and most convincing 
form, and estabhshed once for all as a principle beyond dispute, 
because to doubt it is eo ipso to affirm or reinstate it. That there 
is ‘thought’ cannot be doubted or denied: for the doubt or denial 
is itself a ‘thought’. But though, if we are right, all experience, 
qua self-conscious, guarantees its own actuality, and is therefore 
(in respect at least to a ‘moment’, an inalienable phase, of itself) 
truth positing itself as fact or fact self-gmranteed as truth — ^the 
precise value of the ‘find’, the exact nature of the datum, have still 
to be determined. And for this purpose, we can hardly do better 
than follow and examine the exposition of Descartes. 

It will be remembered that, according to the doctrine set forth 
by Descartes in his Regulaef two functions, both infallible, together 
express, and exhaust, the intellect or power of knowing — ^viz. 
intuitus and deductio. By the first — ^by its function of (intellectual) 
vision or insight — ^the intellect is by nature such as to apprehend 
infallibly the primary elements of reality, which are {qua thus ap- 
prehended) self-evident truths, primary data or basal premisses, of 
knowledge. And by the second — ^by its function of logical illation, of 
rational discursus — ^the intellect is by nature such as to advance 
infallibly from these primary elements, along the line of their logical 
imphcations ; and so to Hnk together the self-evident truths, which 
it infallibly ‘sees’, into ‘long chains of reasons’, and systems of 
demonstrated truth, which it infallibly ‘thinks’ — ^i.e. ‘knows’ by 
an equally infallible discursive or inferential movement. 

But though the intellect is infallible when — or so far as — ^it 
exercises its own natural functions, in our actual cognizant ex- 
perience (for example, in the opinions we commonly hold, in the 
theories we accept and elaborate into systems of scientific and 
philosophical knowledge) we are an3dhing but infalhble. Actually 
and in fact our minds are full of errors which prevent, and choked 
' Cf. above, p. 82. * Above, pp. 44-5. 
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•with prejudices which pervert, the natiural functioning of the 

intellect. 

‘ It is some years so runs the opening sentence of the first Meditation, 
'since I realised that, from my boyhood up, I had accepted as true 
many false opinions ; that consequently all I had subsequently built on 
such insecure foundations must itself be doubtful ; and that therefore 
I could never hope to establish any solid or permanent results in the 
sciences, unless I seriously set myself, once at least in my life, to clear 
away all the errors I had hitherto believed, in order to build up the 
edifice of kuowledge anew from its foundations.’* 

Accordingly, in the first Meditation, Descartes reviews the whole 
range of his experience in order to ascertain whether any single one 
of his beliefs and opinions is absolutely free from doubt — absolutely 
certain. And the result of this critical review is summarized, as we 
all know, in the conclusion:* ‘I am compelled to admit that every- 
thing I have hitherto believed to be true is open to doubt. Nor is 
the doubt due to any carelessness or want of consideration on my 
part; but, on the contrary, it is based upon strong and well- 
weighed reasons.’ 

Now, it is precisely when Descartes has reached this conclusion 
(■viz. that there is ground for doubting everything he has hitherto 
taken for certain) that he discovers the absolute certainty of one 
thing. Certainty begins, just when it seems to have been shown 
that certainty is impossible. For, as Descartes himself expresses 
it in the synopsis prefixed to the Meditations^ — ‘the mind is 
properly entitled to suppose that none of those things exist, about 
the existence of which there is any — even the least — aground of 
doubt ; but it is shown in the second Meditation that the mind, 
which makes this supposition, becomes aware that it is absolutely 
impossible it should not itself exist while making it’. 

This is, in fact, the line of Descartes’s thought in the second 
Meditation. He begins'* by ‘supposing’ that all his previous 
opinions and beliefs are false, since they have been shown, on one 
ground or another, to be open to doubt in some degree. ‘ I suppose ’ 
(i.e. assume) ‘ that aH I see is false : I believe that none of the events, 
which my lying memory recalls, ever actually occurred: I have no 

* MediU I {Latin, A.T. vii. 17; French, ix. 13), In the following exposition of 
the 'Universal or Methodical Doubt' and of the Xogito', I have borrowed freely 
from O. Hamelin {Le SysUme de Descartes, especially Lectures VIII alnd IX), 
though I have not altogether accepted his interpretation. 

* Loc. cit., vii. 21 ; ix. 17. 

* Loc. cit., vii. 12 ; ix. 7. 


^ Loc. cit„ vii. 24 ; ix. 19. 
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senses at all: body, figure, extension, motion, space are mere 
chimaeras/ But why should there not be something beyond, and 
other than, what he has hitherto experienced and believed ; some- 
thing not touched by the sceptical review in the first Meditation ; 
something which gives not the slightest occasion for doubt ? May 
there not be a God, for example, or some power, who (or which) 
has originated and inspired his doubts ? But there is no reason, he 
at once points out, to postulate a God; 'for it may well be that I 
myself am able to originate my thoughts and doubts'. Yet, if so, 
'then surely at least I myself am something?'^ 

My thoughts and doubts, it has been suggested, beyond doubt 
imply the existence of a thinker. They imply, therefore, beyond all 
possibility of doubt, the existence (if not of God, at least) of myself 
as their author. 

But — and the argument now^ deserves the closest attention, for 
Descartes is about to define the precise significance of the principle 
which he holds to be self-guaranteeing — ^the suggestion that 'I 
myself am something' seems in flat contradiction with the argu- 
ments of the first Meditation, and the 'supposition' Descartes has 
agreed to make in consequence of them. It may be, perhaps, that, 
though 'I have neither senses nor a body', I am so bound up 
with these corporeal nonentities as to have no kind of being what- 
ever apart from them. But Descartes's ' supposition ' went farther 
than that ; for 

' I have persuaded myself that there is nothing whatever m the world : 
— ^no heavens, no earth, no mmds, no bodies. Doesn't that mean that 
I have persuaded myself that I too have no existence ? 

' Far from it. For how could I persuade myself of anything — or even 
think of anything — ^unless I was ? 

' But I supposed a supremely-powerful, supremely-cunning, malignant 
demon — ^a spirit of irrationality^ — devoting all his energies at all times 
to deceiving me. 

^ Loc. cit. : 'Nunquid ergo saltern ego aliquid sum ? * 'Moi done a tout le moins 
ne suis-je pas quelque chose ? ' * Medit. II, vii. 24-9 ; ix. 19-23. 

3 On the true significance of Descartes's hypothesis of a ‘malignant spirit (cf. 
Medit. I, vii. 22; ix. 17) see Hamelin (loc. cit., pp. 117-19), whose interpretation 
seems to me right. Suppose — Descartes is arguing in effect — ^thereisnoGod. In any 
case, we are contingent and finite beings — dependent upon hazard, or destiny; 
or at any rate upon something other than, external to, and more powerful 
than ourselves. Our intelligence is not pure or free, but subject to circumstances 
beyond our control. For all we know, these alien influences may be hostile to 
the natural tendency of our thought towards truth. There may be a fundamental 
irrationality — a spirit of falsity and deception — ^in the very nature of our environ- 
ment. It should be added, however, that Gilson rejects Hamelin's interpretation 
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' Undoubtedly, therefore, if he deceives me, I am there to be deceived. 
Let him deceive me as much as he can. His utmost efforts will never 
turn me into nothing, while and so long as I am thinking that I am 
something. 

‘Hence, on a full consideration, the conclusion of the whole matter is 
this : — ^The judgment “ I am, I exist ” must necessarily be true whenever 
I assert it or form it in my mind.'^ 

In the immediately following pages Descartes brings out the 
full force of this qualification [whenever, &c.), with the result that 
his indubitable datwm — ^the self-guaranteeing fact which, when 
formulated as a judgement (silent or spoken), is the absolutely 
certain principle of all knowledge — emerges incontestable, but 
disappointingly meagre.^ 

For [a) though, beyond possibility of doubt, 'I exist', ox' am' 
something, my existence or being is self-guaranteed only while I 
am actually 'thinking' — ^i.e. 'conscious that I am experiencing'. 
'If I were to cease from all “thinking", for all I can tell, I might, 
therewith and eo ipso, cease utterly to be.'^ 

And (&) though, beyond possibility of doubt, 'I am something', 
the something that I am — ^so far as I know or can know what it is 
with absolute certainty, i.e. within the limits of the necessary 
truth af&rmed in the principle — ^is nothing hut that which is now 
'thinking What I incontestably am, is no more than the precisely 
commensurate 'subject' of this present act of 'thought' — of 'con- 
sciousness that I am experiencing '. And this subject — ^this ' X now 
thinking' — ^is, for all I can know, as momentary in its existence 
as the flash of self-consciousness it originates, and possessed of 
no further 'character' or 'what' than precisely the power which 
therein is actualized and exhausted. 

It is true that there is a natural temptation to misinterpret the 
principle as though it affirmed the incontestable existence of a 
spiritual substance — ^to which Descartes elsewhere succumbs."^ On 

as fanciful. Sc© 3 iis J^tud&s suy 1 $ y 6 l$ d& Id ivi 6 d%ivdl& d(i%s Id foymdtion du 

sysUme carUsien, pp. 238-9. 

* Medit, II, vii. 25; * Adeo ut, omnibus satis superquepensitatis, denique statu- 
endum sit hoc pronuntiatum [= cette proposition, ix. 19], Ego sum, ego existo, 
qnoties a me profertur, vel mente concipitur, necessario esse verum.* 

^ Hamelin (loc. cit., p. 128) says: ‘ Jusqu'ici la logique de Descartes est inatta- 
quable, et il est le fondateur authentique de Tidealisme modeme.' The first clause 
seems true Tvithout reservation: the second could only be defended by qualifica- 
tions which would whittle away Hamelin*s intended assertion almost to nothing. 

^ Medit. 11 , vii. 27; ix. 21. 

^ Cf. Del VI appended to Answeys to Second Objections (vii. 161; ix. 125). 
Descartes there defines Mind {^ens) as * Substantia cui inest immediate cogitatio ' ; 
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such a rnisinterpretation, any and every act of self-consciousness 
is supposed to guarantee— not merely its own existence, or the 
existence of an X, precisely commensurate with it, as its ‘subject’, 
i.e. exhausted in it as the power which it actualizes and expresses, 
but— the existence of a ‘thinking thing’ (a self, a mind) which, 
both in its existence and in its ch^acter, extends far beyond any 
single act of ‘thinkmg’ or flash of self-conscious experience. So 
interpreted, no doubt, the principle would be a most pregnant 
truth (if it were a truth at all) : a germinal fact (if it were a fact) 
capable of growing into a most fruitful tree of knowledge. But, 
unfortupately, there is nothing in the fact that I am ‘thinking’ — 
nothing in my present ‘consciousness that I am experiencing’— to 
guarantee ‘my’ existence as a mind, a self, a spiritual substance. 
And on the whole Descartes’s exposition in the present passage — ^as 
we have now to see — ^makes this point sufi5ciently clear. 

'What is it’, he asks, ‘that I incontestably am?’ And he 
answers: ‘Precisely and only a thinking thing; viz. a mind, in- 
telligence, reason — ^terms of which hitherto I have failed to 
appreciate the true meaning. I am moreover a real thing, really 
existing : but what kind of thing ? The kind I have already stated : 
— a thinking thing. ’ * At first sight, this is to attribute to my incon- 
testable being (i) a duration beyond the single act of thought, and 
(ii) a variety of attributes or acts. But, whatever he may say else- 
where,® Descartes has already, in the present context,® insisted that 
I exist incontestably only while I am actually thinking. And my 
incontestable being is not characterized by a variety of attributes, 
by the various ‘modes of thinking’; but always and only by a 
single unvarjing ‘form of thinking’ (the ‘moment of return’, as I 
called it above) , common to all its ‘ modes ’ and without which none 
of them would be a ‘mode’ of thinking at aU.'* 

and, according to Burman's report of his conversation with Descartes at Egmond 
in April 1648 (y. 156), Descartes explained this definition as follows: * Praeter attri- 
butum qnod substantiam specificat, debet adhuc concipi ipsa substantia, quae 
illi attribute substemitur: ut, cum mens sit res cogitans, est praeter cogitationem 
adhuc substantia quae cogitat, etc.* Cf. also the passages quoted by Hamelin 
(loc. cit., pp. 128--30) ixom Answers to Third Objections (those made by Hobbes) : vii. 
174-6 and 178, ix. 135-7 Descartes throughout conceives the immediate 

nexus between thought and existence in terms of the implication of a subject 
( = vTTOKei^ov) by an attribute (a orufi.j3e]37?#cos or Trd&os) ; and he tends constantly 
— ^and almost inevitably — ^to take for granted the traditional (Aristotelian) view 
of subject and its accidents or substance and its attributes. 

^ Medit, II, vii. 27; ix. 21. ^ Cf. above, p. 138. ^ cf. above, p. 137. 

^ For the technical meaning of Mode, cf. Princ, Phil, i, § 53. Extension in three 
dimensions constitutes the nature of the corporeal substance; thought that of 
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' What is a thinking thing ? ’ Descartes asks ; and answers, ' A thing 
which doubts, conceives, affirms, divines, wills, is unw illing ; 
imagines too, and sensates or feels. But though he tries® to 
maintain that all these ‘modes of thinking’ belong to my ‘self’ 
(i.e. to the real and realV^ existing thing I am) and enrich its 
character with their variety, he is driven to a very different con- 
clusion. For while he begins by urging that ' surely it is I myself, 
a single identical subject, who am now doubting nearly everything, 
yet conceiving (understanding) some things, affirming that one 
thing only is true and denying the rest, desiring to know more, 
anxiously striving not to be deceived, imagining — and sensating 
many things’ — ^he ends by making an admission, the effect of 
which is to cancel aU the variety in these modes of thinking m so 
far as they incontestably belong to my single identical self. The 
admission in question is made explicitly m regard to imagination 
and sensation only ; but it obviously applies equally to all the other 
‘modes of thinking’, and shows that they belong to my incontest- 
able being not in their distinction, as different modes of experiencing, 
but in their abstract general character, as all (equally and alike) 
expressions of my ‘consciousness that I am experiencing’. 

‘Again,’ he says,^ ‘it is I, the same I, who am imagining. For though 
perhaps — as I have in fact “ supposed ” — ^not a single one of my imagina- 
tions is true, still the fewer of imagining does itself really exist, and forms 
part of my self-conscious being (vis tamen ipsa imaginandi revera existit, 
et cogitatioms meae partem facit). Finally, it is I, the same I, who am 
sensating — ^i.e. who receive and know bodily things as it were through 
the organs of sense. Now, for example, I see a hght, hear a noise, feel 
heat. But, I shall be reminded, all these experiences are illusory: I may 
be dreaming, as I have agreed to "suppose”. Even so, at least I seem 
to see, to he^, to feel hot : this at all events cannot be false or an illusion. 
And it is this — ^this thinking that I see, that I hear, that I feel, &c. 

mind. Everjrthing else whidi can be properly attributed to body (e.g. figure, 
motion) -presupposes extension, and 'is only mod-us quidam rei extensae' ; and all 
that we find in mind presupposes thought. Imagination, for example, sense, 
voKtion, 'are only diversi modi cogitandi'. On the other hand, extension can be 
conceived linUUi^ without figure or motion, and thought without 
»nse, or volition. Strictly (cf. Princ. Phil, i, § 32) aE the 'modes of thought' can 
be reduced to two general modes ; viz. perception (or the operation of the intellect) 
and vohtion (the operation of the will). 

* Medit. IJf vii. 28 ; ix. 21. 

* But see Burman’s report (v. 151), according to which Descartes, referring to 
a pomt m this part of his argument, said: ' Sed haec nondum hie cognovi, et de iis 
confuse solum loquor.* 

3 Medit II, vii. 29 ; ix. 23. 
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which is properly designated by the term “sensation” as it is in me: 
and this, understood precisely thus, is nothing but “ thinhing” 

From this consideration of the arguments of Descartes in the 
second Meditation, it is clear that the first of the two assertions 
to which I provisionally committed myself* can only be defended 
on a strict and narrow interpretation of its terms. There is, it is 
true, a 'moment of return’ in every flash of self-conscious ex- 
perience; and, in virtue of that 'moment', each single flash 
severally posits and guarantees its own 'existence’ or actual 
occurrence. In this sense — ^but in this sense only — ^it is 'safe’* to 
accept 'inner consciousness’ as fact, as actual beyond dispute. 
Each single act of self-conscious experience is, in this meagre 
sense, a datum ; its being, or rather its occurrence, is both percipi 
and percipere ; it is a seZ/-awareness, self-g^vea and given to itself.'^ 

To say — ^as Descartes sometimes says — that every act of self- 
conscious experience posits and guarantees the existence of a 
'thinking thing’, a self-conscious subject, is to substitute for an 
incontestable datum a most disputable thesis. For however careful 
one may be to explain — as Descartes explains in the second 
Meditation, in the passage we already examined — ^that nothing is 
guaranteed beyond the existence of an X which ‘thinks ’ and, while 
it 'thinks’, exists ; that the ‘thinking thing’ or ‘self-conscious subject’ 
is incontestably no more, and endures incontestably no longer, than 
the single flash which it originates — ^it is hardly possible to avoid 
a very different interpretation. It is almost inevitable to suppose 
that what is guaranteed is the existence of ‘myself’ as the identical 
subject of many different acts and kinds of experience — ^past, 
present, and perhaps to come. Now, it may be true that I myself 
and other selves — that minds, each the self-conscious subject of a 
plurality of experiences — exist, endure, are actual ; it may be true® 
that in all my experiences I am aware of myself (in virtue of the 
moment of return in each of them) as a mind which achieves and 
maintains its spiritual unity in and through their variety. But 
nothing of the kind is guaranteed by our ‘incontestable datum’. 
My 'existence’, in that concrete and significant sense, if it is a 

^ Medit. II, loc. cit. : 'At certe videre videor, audire, calescere. Hoc falsiam esse 
non potest ; hoc est proprie quod in me sentire appellatur ; atque hoc praecise sic 
sumptum nihil aliud est quam cogitare.' Cf. also, in conj&rmation, Letter 113 of 
March 1638 (ii. 37-8) ; Medit, III {vii. 34-5 ; ix. 27) ; Princ. Phil, i, § 9 (viii. 7 ; and 
see the French version in ix, second half of volume, p. 28). 

* Above, pp. 130 and 135. 

^ Cf. above, p. 135. 


3 Cf. above, p. 130. 
3 Cf. above, p. 130. 
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' fact is certainly not indisputable ; nor is it linked by an immediate 
yet necessary nexus with each, or with any, single flash of self- 
conscious experience. 

The daium, then, which we have found is of the most mea^e 
kind. There is a fact which posits itself as truth — ^truth which 
cannot be doubted, since to doubt it is to reinstate it ; since doubt 
is itself thought and so the evidence of the very truth which is 
being doubted. But in itself this datum amounts to very little: 
what is given and guarantees itself as truth is not more than the 
bare fact that there is a self-conscious experiencing. And in what 
sense is it given ? Have we not ‘found’ it by an act or movement 
of discursive thought ? 

Descartes himself always expresses his incontestable principle in 
the form of a mediate judgement or inference: ‘cogito, dubito, 
ergo sum. ’ He denies, indeed, that it is an inference in the sense 
that it rests for us upon prior truths — ^it is not a conclusion 
explicitly drawn from explicit premisses. 

‘When a man says “I think, therefore, I am or exist”, he is not 
deducing existence from thinking by a syllogism. For that would involve 
previous knowledge of the major premiss " Ever5d:hing, which thinks, 
is or exists” ; and this is a truth which, on the contrary, he leams later 
from experiencing in his own case that it is impossible he should be 
thinking unless he were existing. For it is the nature of our mind to 
form its general propositions out of its knowledge of the particulars. 
‘‘I think, therefore I am”, is the recognition of something as self- 
evidait by the simple insight of the mind (. . . sed tanquam rem per 
se notam simplici mentis intuitu agnosdt).*' 

But the ‘self-evident thing’ thus recognized is a necessary, 
though immediate, nexus between two elements — ^an impUcans 
and an impUcatum. And however much Descartes may stress the 
intuitive character of the recognition — ^its formal ‘immediacy’, its 
unitary wholeness — ^there is an act, or discursus, of thought in- 
volved. The ‘content’ of this, as of every, intmtus is a ‘simple 
proposition’; and the ‘simple insight of the mind' is an ‘anal3rtic- 
s3mthesis’ or a ‘synthetic-analysis’, by which it distinguishes and 
holds apart, and eo ipso unifies and connects by a logical necessity, 
the two elements (the antecedent and consequent) of the proposi- 
tion it views as ‘one’ and ‘whole’.* 

4. The ground has now been cleared for reconsidering the second 

* From Answers to Second Objections i 140; ix. no. 

* Cl above. Study I, p. 45, n, i. 
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assertion which we ventured provisionally to maVp — ^viz. that 
certain secondary or reflective experiences must be accepted as 
‘ facts ’ , as existing or occurring beyond dispute. It seems impossible 
to deny — ^so far, it will be remembered, we ventured to commit 
ourselves — ^that a self-conscious subject can (and often does) re flec t 
upon some one of his primary experiences (upon this or that per- 
ception, say, or inference or emotion) ; abstract (i.e. concentrate 
his attention upon) 'the moment of return’ which is (or was) an 
integrant phase thereof; make of this abstracted 'moment’ the 
object and the filling of a new (a secondary or reflective) experience ; 
and thus observe (in some sense) or study that 'acting of his own 
mind’ which was (say) its primary perceiving or inferring, or that 
'modification of his own self-conscious being’ which was (say) his 
primary feeling of anger.* 

We were to reopen the question of the existence and nature of 
these reflective experiences, before searching amongst them for a 
datum. And unfortunately it is only too plain that in my previous 
description of them there was a serious confusion. For 'the 
moment of return’ is but an integrant phase in the primary ex- 
periencing — ^not of itself complete acting of the mind’, or 'the 
entire modification of the subject’s self-conscious being’, with 
which in that description it was identified. No doubt I can reflect 
upon 'the moment of return’ in self-conscious experience, making 
it, and its implication of existence, the object and the filling of a 
secondary experience, of a reflective study. What else, indeed, 
have I been doing in the whole preceding consideration of the 
arguments of Descartes ; what else, for that matter, was Descartes 
himself doing in the arguments in question ?* 

^ Cf. above, pp. 130-1, 135. 

* A passage in Answers to Seventh Objections (vii. 559) should be noticed in this 
connexion. The critic (a Jesuit, Father Bourdin) had urged that m9re than 
* thought' (if I may use that inadequate term, in default of a better, for the 
untranslatable cogitatio of Descartes) is required to raise *the thinking substance* 
above the level of the corporeal. If — ^he had urged — a substance is to be * a mind * 
or * purely spiritual *, it must not only ‘ think *, but must in addition, by a reflective 
act, * think* that it * thinks*, i.e. have a [reflective] consciousness of its own 
'thought* (‘sed insuper requiri ut actu reflexo cogitet se cogitare, sive habeat 
cogitationis suae conscientiam*). This, Descartes rejoins, is a gross mistake — a 
mere delusion. If the primary ' thoqght *, through which we apprehend an object, can 
be attributed to a corporeal thing as its originating source, the secondary or reflec- 
tive ‘thought’ can equally be attributed thereto. For the difference between the 
secondary (‘reflective*) thought and the primary is no greater than the difference 
between the former and a (possible) tertiary thought — viz. a ‘thought* in which 
we ‘think* that we ‘thought* that we ‘thought* (i.e. apprehended an object). 

Descartes, therefore, conceives reflection or ihe reflective act as in no way 
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But even though I can reflect upon, and study, the ‘moment of 
return’ in my self-conscious experiences (in a perception, say, an 
inference or emotion), it does not follow that I can reflect upon, 
and study, the ‘acting of my own mind’ in its completeness — ^i.e. 
as it actually contributed to constitute the primary experience. It 
does not follow that my power of reflective study extends beyond 
'the moment of return’ conceived abstractly and in its general 
character — as a phase generalized and common to all forms and 
instances of my experiencing. It does not follow that I can hope 
to know by reflection any specific ‘ acting of my own mind’ — still 
less, any individual or singular ‘experiencing’; that I can make 
(say) perceiving ox judging (still less this or that perceiving, or this or 
that judging) the object of my study in a reflective experience. And 
though I can reflect upon the self-positing and self-guaranteemg 
nexus between experiencing and existence, this secondary reflec- 
tive experience (so far at least as we have seen) merely repeats — 
repeats, as it were, within a bracket, and to that extent in a 
remoter and weakened form — the meagre content of my primary 
experience, of my direct assurance of the incontestable datum. 
There is no reason to suppose that it adds one particle to my 
knowledge whether of my experiencing self, or of the specific, or 
individual, nature of my experiencing, or of the character of the 
nexus or implication of each (or either) in the other. 

It was, then, a serious confusion to identify the ‘moment of 
return’ in self-conscious experience with the whole experiencing — 

modif37mg or enriching the primary * thought*. He views it as simply repeating 
the original experience within, so to speak, an algebraical bracket. And the 
bracket — ^the reflective act — ^is a formal addition, which [a) in no way affects the 
experience it contains, and (b) may itself — on the same principle — ^be enclosed 
within a second bracket, and so on in infinitum. Such a view of reflection, it must 
be admitted, is profoundly unsatisfactory. If indeed to ‘reflect* is no more than 
that, reflection is a trivial and nugatory act. 

Students of Spinoza will remember that he accepted the same view of reflection, 
adopting it, presumably, from Descartes. Cognitio reflexiva is for him the idea ideae, 
and the latter is no more than a thought turned upon itself, and neither altered nor 
enriched by the process. It is thus that he conceives ‘ method * as ‘ knowledge or truth 
reflected on itself* (cf. De Int. Emend., § 38) ; it is thus also that he comes to 
insist that ‘ there is no difference between human appetite and desire ; for * a man*s 
appetite remains one and the same, whether he is conscious of it or not * {E. iii, 
Affectuum Generalis Definiiio, Expl.) ; and it is thus also that he appears (in one 
passage, at least) to identify self-consciousness with the ‘ knowing that * one ‘ knows *, 
or the * thinking that* one ‘thinks*, in a still more formal and abstract sense than 
even the Cartesian ‘reflective act*. (Cf. E.n. 2.1 S. : ‘Nam revera idea Mentis, hoc 
est idea ideae, nihil aliud est quam forma ideae, quatenus haec ut modus cogitandi, 
absque relatione ad obiectum consideratur; simulac enim quis aliquid scit, eo ipso" 
scit, se id scire, et simul scit, se scire, quod scit, et sic in infinitum.*) 
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with that ‘acting of the mind’ which is the ‘perceiving’ in a per- 
ception, or the ‘judging’ or ‘inferring’ in a judgement or an 
inference. ‘Still,’ it may be said, ‘if we can reflect upon the 
“moment of return’’, surely we can also reflect upon “the whole 
experiencing ’’, and make of thai in its entirety — ^as it actually con- 
tributes or contributed to constitute a primary experience — ^the 
object and the filling of a secondary experience. What is the 
difficulty in amending the faulty description ? Why should it be 
necessary to reopen the question of the possibility of these reflec- 
tive experiences ? ’ 

The trouble, it must be replied, lies far deeper. There is no 
difficulty in amending the faulty description. But when the correc- 
tion has been made and the supposed reflective experiences are 
adequately described, there remain more reasons than one for 
doubting whether they do, or can, occur. For consider what, in 
these ‘secondary experiences’, I am supposed to achieve. Reflect- 
ing upon one of my primary experiences (upon this perception, 
say, or that judgement), I am supposed to extract therefrom ‘the 
.acting of my own mind’ (my perceiving, for example, or my 
judging) and make of it the object of my study in a secondary 
experience. 

Now there are at least three difficulties to be overcome before 
such an experience can be accepted as actual or even possible. The 
first could be met by a further, and more radical, amendment of 
my former description ; the second is due to a misunderstanding 
which might be avoided; but the third, if I am not mistaken, is 
insuperable. 

(i) The first difficulty is the real or apparent paradox of intro- 
spection. As it was then stated,* the paradox arose only if it was 
assumed that a mind must either ‘go whole’ or not at all into 
each of its experiences— so that each of my perceptions, for 
example, or judgements is either ‘actual’ wiilxout qualification 
(completely filling and absorbing my self-conscious being at a 
given time) or ‘actual’ in no sense and not at all. Since these 
absolute disj unctions, these rigid alternatives, seemed unwarranted, 
it was easy to dismiss the paradox, so formulated, as logomachy. 
Yet, before we have a right to assume the possibility of the sup- 
posed reflective experiences, we must surely produce a positive and 
tenable account of the reflective act they imply. It does not seem 
to be the Actus Refiexus recognized by Descartes and Spinoza; the 
* Cl above, pp. 131-2. 

L 
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act which repeats and encloses within a bracket the primary 
experience. For it appears to alter the latter — at least so far that 
it analyses and dissects it, and extracts one factor, in its constitu- 
tion. And in any case the Cartesian Actus Reflexus is — I admitted 
— ‘profotmdly unsatisfactory’,* though so far I have offered no 
alternative account of what reflection is. Can the ‘reflective act’ 
in question be conceived as in fact a kind of introspection, i.e. an 
act in some way analogous to ‘looking’ — ^an act whereby, without 
including or affecting the primary experience, I take in some way 
‘a view’ of it and ideally select (not literally extract) this or that 
feature of it for further study? But to ‘take a view’, to ‘look’, 
are metaphors which it would be difficult to justify — impossible to 
justify, if I was right before in den3dng to our ‘reflective’ cog- 
nizance any special resemblance, kinship, or analogy with sense.® 
Moreover, the possibility of introspection — even if we can give to 
the term a meaning free from aU suggestions of sensuous vision® — 
has not been vindicated by showing that certain arguments 
against it involve untenable assumptions as to the nature of a mind 
and its experiences. Correct those assumptions. Admit that my 
total self-consciousness may include at a given time a plurality of 
experiences, differing in the degree or intensity of their actuahty. 
It is still a paradox — a paradox prima facie at least requiring to 
be discussed and solved — ^that a primary experience, however 
weakened in intensity and however low the degree of its actuality, 
should ‘ coexist ’ with a secondary. How can I, with one half of my 
mind (as it were) be at the level of perception, be thinking sen- 
suously and instinctively; and yet, with the other half, be at the 
level of reflective cognizance (be reflectively conscious of my per- 
ception) without eo ipso destro3dng the implicit or instiuctive 
character of the ‘sensuous thinking’ which is ‘perceiving’? 

(ii) The second difficulty is in reality a misunderstanding. But 
it must be admitted that the misunderstanding is invited by the 
terms in which the supposed ‘reflective experiences’ have hitherto 
been described and illustrated. 

The primary experience, on which I am to reflect, we may 
imagine that a critic would say, is (or was) a this ; an individual, 
imiqudy singular, perception (say) or judgement. And the ‘acting 
of my mind’ — ^the perceiving or judging— which contributed to 
constitute it, shares in its unique individuality. It, too, is a this — 

' Cf. above, p. 143, n. 2. » Cf. above, pp. 132-4. 

3 Cl above, p. 133. 
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uniquely singular, like every actual fact or event — occurring once, 
and once only, in the ‘history’ in which the universe unrolls and 
displays itself in time and place. If so, then obviously the ‘ acting 
of my mind’ in its proper character {i.e. as it actually or really is) 
can only be ‘lived’ or ‘felt’ or ‘enjoyed’ (not ‘contemplated’ 
or ‘studied’). The only way to experience (or know) it, is to ‘be’ 
it or ‘live’ it ; and that can happen once, and once only, viz. when 
and as it occurs. To reflect upon it — supposing that tobe possible at 
all — is to tear (more accurately, to have tom) it out of the historical 
flow to which it belongs, in which alone it is ‘actual’, i.e. ‘real’; 
to have de-individualized or de-singularized it, and made of it a 
perceiving or a judging in general and in the abstract — an indeter- 
minate acting of an indeterminate mind. 

A difi&culty of this kind will seem formidable only to those who 
— ^like our imaginary critic — allow themselves to be hypnotized by 
the actuality and uniqueness which attach to everything in so far 
as it must (or can) be dated and placed, i.e. regarded as a constituent 
event of the historical process; only to those who, being so 
hjq)notized, confuse this ‘uniqueness’ with genuine individuality, 
and this ‘actuality of existence’ with ‘actuality of essence’.* For 
to be thus ‘actual’ is, so far, to be determined merely in respect to 
the ‘ that ’ or merely qua happening. The determination is external 
— i.e. indifferent to the ‘what’, or leaving indeterminate the 
‘nature’, of that which happens or exists. And what is thus 
‘uniquely singular’ need not therefore be ‘individual’ in the 
genuine or pregnant sense in which ‘ individuality ’ is the hall-mark 
of ‘ reality For to be ‘ individual ’ in that sense is to be — ^to put the 
principle roughly and in general — an inevitable, uniquely definable, 
and indispensable articulation of a whole, differentiation of a 
universal, or member of a system.* 

The critic, in fact, is himself entangled— and is tryingto entangle 
us— in an old puzzle. His difficulty— if it held at afl- would 
extend far beyond the ‘reflective experiences’ gainst which he 
proposes to press it. There is nothing — ^no object of experience or 
thought — ^which is not, from one point of view, this , here , 

^ Cf . Spinoza, E. v. 29 S. : * Res duobus modis a nobis nt actnales concipiuntnr, 
vel quatenus easdem cum relatione ad certum tempus et locum existere, vel 
quatenns ipsas in Deo contineri et ex naturae divinae necessitate consequi 
concipimus. Quae autem hoc secundb modo ut verae seu reales concipiuntur, eas 
sub aetemitatis specie concipimus. . . .* . 

* Lectures on Universal and Individual, pp. 112-18; pp. 122-65 of the manu- 
script contain a development of this point [Ed.]. 
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‘now’, and ‘mine’ (i.e. some finite subjects). Every perception, 
for example, and every judgement, involves some definite indi- 
vidual’s perceiving and judging at some definite date and place ; 
and that which is perceived or judged — ^the ‘object’, ‘matter of 
fact’, or ‘connexion of content’ — can, no doubt, be ‘singularized’ 
by reference to the singular perceiving or judging. In other words, 
not only is every cognizant experience, from one point of view, 
‘ this uniquely singular experiencing ’, and so an ‘ event ’ — ‘ actual ’ 
as a constituent of the historical process and, like every such con- 
stituent, tied down to one place and date, and rendered unique 
and singular by its special position and context. Every cognizant 
experience, in respect to its ‘ object ’ or what in it is ‘ experienced ’, 
is also, if we please so to regard it, ‘uniquely singular’ in the same 
comparatively trivial sense — ^a sense irrelevant to its nature as a 
‘ type ' or ‘ individual ’ of knowledge. For certainly, from one point 
of view, what is experienced is the ‘object’ as it presents itself to, 
or is af&rmed by, ‘me’ — ^i.e. that which is confined or compre- 
hended in this ‘my’ present perceiving or judging. Now the critic 
assiimes that to be ‘actual’ in this sense is to be ‘real’, that to be 
‘real’ is to be thus ‘actual’; and he identifies the ‘individuality’ 
of that which occurs with the ‘imique singularity’ conferred upon 
it by the date, place, and context of its occurrence ; and if we follow 
him in this assumption and identification, we shah, have to admit 
more even than he contends. Not only will it be impossible to 
reflect upon, to study and know, the ‘ acting of the mind ’ which 
constitutes a primary experience. It wiU be impossible, by thinking, 
to study or to know an3d;hing whatever as it ‘really’ is — ^i.e. in its 
actual and individual being. For all thought (whether popular, 
scientific, or philosophical) is universal and of a ‘such’. It is itself 
KoSoXov, and of that which is KaOoXov or rocovSe. But the real, on 
this assumption, is ‘actual’ and ‘uniquely singular’ in the sense 
explained ; and precisely qua thus ‘actual’ and ‘unique’, precisely 
therefore qua ‘real’, it is this not such (rdSe not roiovSe) ; here-and- 
now not always and, everywhere, not unafiected by date and place 
(ttou koX wjv not del fcal ■navraxov ) ; ‘ for ’ the single experiencing of a 
single subject only, not ‘for’ any and every experiencing subject. 
Just in so far therefore, and just because, anything is ‘real’ — ^is 
‘actual and uniquely singular’ — ^it cannot be an object of thought. 
The more .we think, the more hopelessly we part company with the 
‘real’ nature of the facts.* 

* Cf., €.g., Aiist. Metaph , Z . 1056a 2-8 ; 1039a 15-22 ; 1039b 27-1 040a 7. 
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There is no need to dwell upon these elementary confusions in 
regard to the ‘universality’ of thought and its object, and again in 
regard to the ‘ actuality ’ and ‘ individuality ’ of that which is ‘ real 
It will be enough for my present purpose to lay down, broadly and 
dogmatic^y, a few familiar principles and fundamental distinc- 
tions* which must be kept in mind— which the critic has ignored 
or blurred and so created a gratuitous confusion and raised an 
imaginary ‘difficulty’. 

What is real is ‘ actual ’ ; but its ‘ actuality ’ is never only, nor even 
primarily , presence in the historical process, occurrence singularized 
by reference to my (in contrast to, and exclusion of, your or Us) 
experiencmg. The ‘actuality’ which must be predicated of every- 
thing ‘real’ (and pari passu with the degree of its reality) is 
‘actualization of essence’. The real is ‘actual’ because qua real it 
is all ‘ in act ’ {actu, ivepyelc^) . It is fully and explicitly all that it is 
capable of being: or its essential nature (its conceivable, definable, 
universal nature) is fully expressed, completely definite, i.e. 
individuated. 

And what is real is ’unique’ ; but k is by thought, and only by 
thought, that it can be adequately apprehended in its uniqueness. 
This is true even of the uniqueness, which is no more than ‘unique- 
ness of occurrence’ ; for the unique singularity of an event is its 
unequivocal fixation in one spatio-temporal order. And that can 
be adequately apprehended (if at all) only by thought — only, for 
example, by giving an accoimt of it in terms of a network of 
relations, external to the events, and together necessitating the 
reciprocally excluding positions of them ah, and therefore the 
‘unique’ position of each. For ‘in principle^ uniqueness depends 
on completeness of explicit conditions and not on designation’. 

And, finahy, what is real is ’individual’ — ^the degree (amount, 
depth, genuineness) of its individuality being the measure of its 
re^ty. But individuality must not be confused with the formal 
unity — ^the formal concentration — ^which is only the obverse of the 
expulsion or exclusion of others. Anything is ‘ individual ’ — ^to state 
the principle broadly — ^in proportion to the wealth and variety of 
universal characters (‘ natures ’, realia) which it succeeds in holding 
and harmonizing within its unity. Completely individual — ^the 
absolute individual — ^is that which holds, intelligibly harmonized 
in intelligible unity, whatever in any sense and degree has ‘being' 

^ Cf. (in general) above. Study 1, pp. 46-9, 55-9. 

* Bosanquet, Logic\ voL ii, p. 261, Note C. 
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or ‘ exists ‘A true individual cannot be designated, but it and 
it alone can be defined.’ To ‘define’ is to trace the articulation of 
an individual whole or system. 

It would not be easy, but still it would be possible, by radical 
alteration of om: former description of the supposed reflective experi- 
ences, to overcome the first of these difficulties and to avoid suggest- 
ing the confusion which generates the second. The new description 
would have to satisfy two conditions. First, it would have to bring 
out, beyond possibility of misunderstanding, that reflection is a 
level, a stage of development or ‘power’, of mind (of the intelli- 
gence or vis cog noscens) as such and as a whole: not a special 
faculty, fimdtion, or act. There is a primary (or instinctive), and 
there is a secondary (or reflective), level of cognizant experience. 
But within a mind, at any given stage of its development, there are 
not two sets of experiences — one primary, and the other secondary, 
turned upon the first, reflecting upon and studying them. Secondly, 
in order to be ‘fool-proof’, the new description would have to 
eschew all terms that invite misunderstanding in regard to the 
‘actuality’ and ‘individuality’ of the ‘objects’ of reflection. It 
would have to emphasize the obvious, but fundamental, considera- 
tion that the ‘objects’ of the supposed reflection, or reflective 
study, are experiences qua cognizant — i.e. qua tj^es and individuals 
of ‘ knowledge-or-truth ’ . The ‘ actuality ’ here in question — ^whether 
of knowledge itself, as an articulate whole or individual system ; 
or of the articulations of the whole or members of the system (of 
perception, for example) or inference or their more determinate, 
more fully specified forms is not an affair of date, location, and 
setting in the historical process. It is ‘actualization of essence’ — 
fulfilment in ‘the medium of mutual understanding of self-coir- 
sdous minds’,* or whatever we ought to call that ‘element’ in 
which knowledge lives and moves and has its spiritual being. No 
doubt that medium or element depends — ^at least in part — ^upon 
the activities of the finite cognizant subjects ; and these activities 
occur in the historical process. But it is not qua historical — ^not 
qua occurring at any special time and place, or in any special 
physical or psychical setting — ^that they contribute to create and 
sustain the medium in which knowledge is ‘ actual ’. They contri- 
bute to constitute the medium in virtue of ‘essence’ — ^i.e. in them 

^ The Absolute Individual = the Universe as a * perfect system*: cf. Bradley, 
Logic^, vol. ii, p. 656. 

* Cf. above. Study I, pp. 56-7. 
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—which is the same whenever and wherever they occur, and 
whatever the ‘historical’ setting of their occurrence.* 

(iii) Let us try, then, to formulate a new description, satisf3dng 
both the foregoing conditions. We are to ask whether a mind (any 
finite mind), being at the reflective level or ‘power’ of its develop- 
ment, does — or conceivably can — ^reflect upon knowledge, upon 
its specific forms and individual 't57pes, in such a way as to study 
and know the activities which it itself contributes to their constitu-s' 
tion. Can — or does — the mind reflectively study and know nofi 
‘knowledge’, but ‘knowing’? Not perception, judgement, infer-| 
ence — ^but the acts or activities of perceiving, judging, inferring ? | 

And here we encounter the third and (as I think) insuperable, 
difficulty.® For in effect we are asking whether it is possible to study | 
the abstracted subject of cognizance,^ the faculty or fimction of 
‘ knowing ’, in abstraction from what thereby or therein is ‘ known ’, 
or qua subjective: and merely to ask the question is to contradict 
oneself. 

terms Subject and Object (Subjective and Objective) denote 
complementary ‘moments’ of a concrete fact — ‘moments’ which 
necessarily emerge as correlated opposites within any and every 
‘actual’ cognizant exp^^ce when that is raised (or raises itself) 
to the reflective level when (as I expressed it less accurately 
before) it is subjected to philosophical (‘critical’) analysis. The 
terms mean nothing, except when applied to ‘moments’ within 
fhdr ' concrete fact ’ — ^within some specific form or individual type 
of ‘actual’ knowledge; and, when thus apphed, each means 
precisely that which, within the concretum, is not (is the contrasted 
correlative of) that which is meant by the other.^ Nothing . in short, 
is a. .subject or subjective, an object or objective, as suc h and i}er s e^v 
There is no activity of knowing — ^no act or process, for example, 
of perceiving, judging, or inferring — ^which when abstracted from 
the concrete fact of knowledge (from, for example, the percep- 
tion, judgement, inference) has any c harac texat alL The activity 
of knowing (perceiving, judging, inferring, &c.) is one of two 

* Judging, for example, is somebody’s judging: but it is irrelevant who the 
somebody is, except in so far as the difference of ‘historical* persons is also a 
difference affecting the essence of the act qua cognizant — a difference (say) of 
intellectual calibre or education. Subject to that proviso, it is indifferent when or 
where the judging occurs ; whether, in judging, the subject is well or suffering from 
toothache, sorrowful or happy ; i.e. it is indifferent what special items form the 
detail of that historical setting which, taken altogether, singularizes the act of 
knowledge qua ‘actual event*. 

* Cl above, p. 145. 


3 Cl above. Study I, p. 30. 
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"moments' inseparable witMn, and presupposing, a concfetum\ 
and, within that concretum, both "moments’ deserve, and receive, 
their respective appellations (viz. subjective and objective) pre- 
cisely because the one is not, and can never be or become, the 
other. 

A judgement, for example — any individual (i.e. completely indi- 
viduated or definite type of) judgement, say the singular judge- 
ment of perception, or the reciprocal h3^othetical judgement of 
science — ^is actual {actu, as a concrete discursus within the 

" spiritual element ’ to which I referred.^ This " element ’ is generated 
and sustained by activities which "pass through’ the finite minds ; 
which require the co-operation of, and so in part depend upon, 
finite "subjects of experience’, i.e. ‘enactors’ of the historical 
process. Now, ^5he "moment’ — one contributory phase — of the 
‘ concrete discursus ’ (which is the actual judgement) is a synthetic- 
analysis (or an anal3kic-s5mthesis) wherein there constitutes and 
af&rms itself a "complex fact’ — ^wherein it emerges and manifests 
itself in the form of "a truth ’y' In respect to this "moment’ of 
itself, the judgement is an "objective’ discursus — ^the self-develop- 
ment of an " object in which the "object ’ becomes known as what 
it " really ’ is, viz. a " spiritual fact ’ or " a truth The other " moment ’ 
— the other contributory phase or side — of the " concrete discursus ' 
(which is the actual judgement) is the complement and contrasted 
correlative of the first, ^or the judgement, in respect to the first 
"moment’, is a self-development in which an "object’ constitutes 
itself and becomes known ; in respect to the second it is a discursive 
activity in which a finite subject co-operates in that self-develop- 
ment — Phelps to elicit and know the "object’*;: And with special 
reference to (and emphasis upon) this second "moment’ of its full 
^d ^ actual’ being, the judgement is a finite subject’s act — ^the 
"subjective’ process or activity of judging.^ 

§ II. Intelligible Data and Conceptual Intuition: 

Genuine Immediates 

I. It will be remembered that the object of the present Study 
is to clear out of the way the popular assumption that knowledge 
is ^vided into two contrasted and mutually exclusive kinds: 

(i) immediate apprehensions, sensuous or intellectual, of data, and 

(ii) mediate or discursive activities (judgements and inferences) by 

' Cf. above, p. 150. 

* Cf. above, pp. 69-72, 126: Study III, pp. 250-1. 
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which the mind derives from the data (or elaborates out of them) 

‘ knowledge ’ other than, and dependent upon, its immediate appre- 
hensions. 

It is necessary to clear this assumption out of the way. For, if 
knowledge is in principle thus divided (no matter where precisely 
the line of cleavage runs), the provisional description of the subject- 
matter and method of logic, which was put forward in the first of 
these Logical Studies, must be rejected as indefensible. 

The plan or line of argument has been to accept provisionally 
the supposed division of knowledge: i.e. to start from it, or within 
it, and to develop it ; and to examine it by testing the supposed 
examples of data — ^the supposed immediate and infallible appre- 
hensions of facts and truths which are offered to us in the chief 
varieties of logical theory which take this division of knowledge for 
granted. 

Now so far the search for a daium has been prosecuted in the two 
most likely fields : viz. in sense-perception and self-feeling or se lf- 
consciousness — ^i.e. in the ' sensuous knowledge ’ we seem to have of 
perceptible things, qualities, and events, and in the ‘sentiences’ or 
‘feelings’ we seem to have of ‘ourselves’ or of our own cognizant 
activities. And so far the search has failed. The supposed data 
have proved to be either not actual cognizant experiences at all 
or not sheerly and completely immediate: i.e. either ‘moments’ 
abstracted from the actual cognizant experiences to which they 
inseparably belong, and distorted into fictions by the abstraction, 
or experiences not sheerly immediate, i.e. not such that in them 
we ‘apprehend’ or ‘know’ without ‘thinking’, i.e. without an) 
activity essentially discursive or mediate. 

But those who assume the supposed division of knowledge may 
appeal to a different field or kind of cognizant experience. They 
need not rest their case only, or even mainly, upon the seeming 
data of sense-perception or self-feeling. Even if they are forced to 
recognize that no immediate infallible apprehension of fact or 
truth is to be found in either of these fields of cognizant experience, 
they may still insist that evidence for the supposed division of 
knowledge can be drawn from another field — a. field not yet 
examined — ^the field of conceptual or intellectual intuition . (j? ’ 

If, they wiU say, the division of knowledge is to be proved to 
be a mere unfoimded and untenable assumption, two things must 
still be done. It is necessary first toexamine the kind of knowledge, 
which Aristotle , for example, has in mind when he speaks of the 
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M'nfflilihiftmtellectual intuitions of thesimple (incomposite) x eab ’ 
or again, to wMch Descartes is referring when he ascribes to 
the intellect the power of 'seeing’ certain self-evident data, the 
primary elements at once of reality and of knowledge.^ And in the 
second place (they will add), this examination of intellectual 
intuition or conceptual vision will suggest that the failure to find a 
datum in sense-perception or in feeling was in fact due to a miscon- 
ception of what ‘immediate knowledge’ means and is. It will 
suggest, in other words, the need of a re-consideration of the 
analysis of inunediate experience into an experiencing and an 
experienced — an analysis which up to this point has been taken 
for granted. 

2. Intelligible data and conceptual intuition. The contention we 
are to examine is that all our knowledge by way of judgement and 
inference (all discursive or mediate cognizance) presupposes, and 
rests upon, a different kind of knowledge — ^viz. the cognizance, 
intellectual indeed, but direct or immediate, of certain intelligible 
daia. As I hope to show, there is, underlying this contention and 
wrongly expressed in it, a fundamental and important truth; and 
I shall endeavour to bring out this kernel of truth, as well as to 
destroy the husk of error. 

In illustration of the view that all our knowledge rests m the end 
upon self-evident intelligible data, object of coi^ceptual intmtion, 
I referred to Aristotle’s analysis of demOTstration and ■ifie demon- 
strative syllogism (drroSei^is and the cruAAoyicr/xds' dnoSeiicriKO^ or 
enuTTTjfjuoviKos) , and to the closely related doctrine of method in 
the Regulae of Descartes, more particularly to his conception of 
Intuitus and Dedmtio as the two primary and native functions of 
the inteUect.3 For my present purpose, which is not historical, 
I need not elaborate in detail the sketches I have already given of 
these well-known theories. But it is worth while to recall the 
general drift of Aristotle’s account of demonstration and to dwell 
for a little upon one aspect of it, before passing on to a more 
direct consideration of our subject. For from Aristotle’s account 
one important point emerges — ^viz. that the supposed intelligible 
data or objects of conceptual intuition fall into fundamentally 
distinct kinds.- 

According to Aristotle’s analysis,'* then, to know sensu strictissimo 

' Cf. above, pp. 25-7. * Cf. above, pp. 44 fi. 

■» Cl, for Aristotie, pp. 108-9 and 43-8 ; and, for Descartes, pp. 73-6. 

♦ For what follows, cf. Post. Anal. A, chs. 2-5, 10, 13, 19-22 ; B, chs. 11 and 19. 
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(as, for example, the geometer ‘knows’) is to ‘demonstrate’. And 
to ‘demonstrate’ is to establish the commensurate (‘nniversal’) 
nexus of a universal substance or subject (‘the Circle’, ‘Man-as- 
such’) with one of its essential attributes (profrid) as a ‘reasoned 
truth ’ — ^viz. as the conclusion of a demonstrative syllogism. In a 
‘demonstrative syllogism’ all three terms are universal, and the 
Middle Term expresses the precisely adequate ground (‘the 
proximate cause ’) of the inherence of the proprium (expressed by 
the Major Term) in its precisely defined and commensurate 
subject (expressed by the Minor Term). What is known, therefore,' 
in any ‘ science ’, or body of knowledge, so far as it fulfils its aim, 
is a system of reasoned truths, of demonstrated conclusions. And 
every demonstrated conclusion rests, in ultimate analysis, upon 
undemonstrated and indemonstrable premisses; and must have 
been' drawn in accordance with undemonstrated and indemon- 
strable principles. 

What, then, are these basal premisses and principles ? And how, 
or m what sense, do we know them? For it is clear that, if they 
are ‘known’, they must be ‘known’ without proof or mediation, 
i.e. immediately ; they must be seized and comprehended, whole 
and all at once, by a single conceptual act or intellectual vision. 
It is clear, moreover, that unless they are ‘known’ with absolute 
certainty (unless they are truths indubitable, though unproved 
and unprovable) the rest of our ‘ knowledge ’ hangs in the air. None 
of it — ^not one of the ‘demonstrated conclusions’ of ‘science’ — is 
secure. Its ‘ truth ’ is at best conditional and hypothetical ; subject 
to the truth of premisses and principles which, for all we know, are 
false. 

To these questions, Aristotle answers in effect as follows: 
Wi'fhin each Sphere of Being there are certain primary ‘facts’ or 
‘reals’, of which it is (so to speak) compose d? These primary con- 
stituent members of (say) the world of number, of space, of nature, 
&c., are so many individual t3^es, or specific forms {aTOjM ciStj) — 
the Number 3 or 5 (for example), the square, the brick, the vine, 
man-as-such. 

Now some at least of the indemonstrable premisses in any science 
— ^viz. those which form the minor premisses in its fundamental 
syllogisms — are purely analytical judgements. For the individual 
t3q)es or forms can be unfolded or expanded into essential natures 
— a plurality of distinguishable but inseparable ‘moments'; aqd 
in these basal min or premisses there are predicated of, for example. 
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man, the vine, the square, &c., one or more of these ‘moments’ of 
their respective essential natures. 

And these indemonstrable minor premisses are self-evident 
truths, because they are thus the mere analysis of intelligible data 
— of intelligible reals, each of which the mind (by its special faculty 
and function of conceptual intuition) has already grasped in its 
self-manifest individuality, in its concrete (concentrated but 
incomposit^unity. ^ 

Secondly )there are certain fundamental conditions, which must 
be satisfied, if anything is to be ‘real’ in any sense and^ all, and 
so to fall within the scope of rational consideration. is these 
coniitiones sine quibus non of ‘being’ and of reasoning which, when 
set out and formulated, appear as ‘laws of thought’, principles 
controlling (conditioning the validity of) all demonstrative (indeed 
all ‘syllogistic’) reasoning. ^ These too — ^if I rightly understand 
Aristotle’s doctrine — ^are self-evid ent and unquestionable truths, 
because they are simpljrtheunfblding^d the analysis of the central 
and all-pervading character of reality: a character immediately 
given to the mind; seized, comprehended, and seen infallibly by 
its function of conceptual intuition. 

Lastly — and here there is a wavering and imc^rtainty in 
Aristotle’s theory — ^there are certain indemonstrable principles 
within each subordinate sphere or kind of being. These are, at all 
events, fundamental and common to the domains of all the mathe- 
matical sciences, the so-called quantitative axioms (for example, 
the whole is greater than its part ; if equals be added to equals, the 
sums are equal) ; and similarly Aristotle appears to recognize an 
axiom or axioms of movement and change, fundamental to the 
whole domain of physics {Seirrepa ^tAoao^ta or ^vmicr^.^ One would 
expect Aristotle to regard these indemonstrable principles as 
having the same relation to the several departments of being — ^to 
the worlds of number, figure, matter-in-motion — as the laws of 
thought bear to being-as-such, to being-in-general or as a whole. 
If so, they would be self-evident truths, because they merely unfold 
the dominant character of this or that determinate ‘kind’ or 
‘sphere ’ of being — a character immediately given to, and infallibly 
seized by, the conceptual intuition of the arithmetician, geometer, 

* The so-called xotva diidifzaTa: aTroheticnKai or crvXX.oyt(m,Kal dpxod (cf. above, 
Study I, p. 2i). 

* The axiom, for example (if it is au axiom), that all change involves a terminus 
a quo, a terminus ad quern, and a substratum. 
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physicist. And they would enter into the special science in ques- 
tion, not as basal premisses, but as controlling principles of its 
demonstrations. 

On the whole, however, Aristotle’s treatment of the quantitative 
axioms suggests that he took a diSerent, and less defensible, view. 
He certainly appears to identify them with the major premisses of 
the basal syllogisms in each branch of mathematics. At aH events, 
he is at pains to point out that the quantitative axioms are true 
not in the same, but only in an analogous, sense in the two tnaiTi 
branches of mathematical science — ^viz. in arithmetic and geo- 
metry ; but that this does not affect the validity of the reasoning, 
since the arithmetician and the geometer respectively ‘use’ them 
as premisses not in their general sense but only with the restricted 
or special meaning under which they are true, in the one case, of 
aU numbers and, in the other, of all figures. ^ 

3 . Passing on now to a more direct consideration of this subject, 
I begin by suggesting that modem logical analysis of any science, 
or body of knowledge, seems to distinguish, amongst its structural 
elements and its contents, three kinds of cognita which have a 
prima facie claim to be accepted as intelligible data — ^i.e. as self- 
evident ‘truths’ or ‘intelligible facts’, each immediately and 
infallibly known, seen complete and aU at once, or comprehended 
without process in a single act of intellectual vision. 

Cognita of the first kind, when made explicit by reflective 
analysis and set out in the form of statements, are the fundamental 
principles to which the mind must conform in all its ‘thinking’. 
They control it if it is to ‘ think ’ at all, i.e. if its discmrsive activity 
is to have any bearing whatever upon fact or reality. Such 
principles formulate the condiiiones sine quibus non of intelligibility 
and intelligence (of ‘ knowledge ’)f^he basal character of all being 
and all knowing — ^the mere ‘form’ of a coherent structure or 
system in general. Under this head there fall (to quote the most; 
obvious ^d indisputa^, if not the ppiy, examples)^ the principles 
of idenmy, contradfeuon, and excmded middle (Aristotle’s Koiva 
d^iwfwiTa, or dp)((u miXXoyiaTLKaCj, and the formal principle of 
deductive illation.3 

* Cf. Post. Anal. A. 10, 76* 37-76'’ 2. 

® It is not necessary for my present purpose to discuss whether, for example, 
Leibnizes Principles of the Identity of Indiscemibles and of Sufficient Reason, or 
again Spinoza's Negaiio sst detettninoHo, are, or are not, principles in the sense here 
defined. 

3 By this I mean the principle (whatever may be its proper formulation) in 
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(5) Cognita of the second hind, when made explicit by reflective 
analysis and set out in the form of statements, may be called 
‘axigins’, in default of a better name. What I have in mind are 
statements defining (or contributing elements essentially required 
to define)^ the structural character of the ‘domain’ of the special 
science or body of knowledge. Thus understood, the term includes, 
not only, for example, the ‘axioms’ of Euclidean geometry, but 
formulations of ‘the fundamental concepts’ of (say) arithmetic, 
physics, biology, or economics — of any determinate science or 
body of knowledge. By '‘'axioms ’, then, I mean principles to which 
the mind must conform, if its ‘thinking’ is to have point, signifi- 
cance, and validity, within some special world of fact.\^hey formu- 
late the conditiones sine quibus non, not indeed of all being and 
knowing, but of determinate kinds or forms of ‘being’ and the 
‘knowing’ of them.^ 

Now, at first sight, there is an unanswerable case for maintain- 
ing that every cognitum, which belongs to either of these two kmds,3 
is an ‘intelligible datum’ precisely in the sense of the commonly 
accepted view we are examining. For (a) clearly no cognitum of 
the first kind, or the principle into which it may be expanded, is 
a reasoned or demonstrable truth in any sense or at all ; and yet, 
the infallible assurance of their incontestable truth seems to be an 
indispensable pre-condition of the ‘knowing’ of anything. What 
else, then, can this infallible assurance be, but a ‘conceptual 
intuition, of intelligible dala’ ? What else, but a non-sensuous (i.e. 
inteUectual) seeing of the non-sensible (i.e. conceivable or intelli- 
gible) ‘form’ (or elements constituting the ‘form’) of ‘knowledge’ 
as a system or structure of some kind or in general ? And (i) clearly 
no cognitum of the second kind is a reasoned or demonstrable truth 
within the body of knowledge, of which it is a pre-condition. The 
physicist, for example, obviously cannot prove — cannot, qua 


conformity with which the mind advances, inevitably and rightly, from the recogni- 
tion, or the assumption, that * M is P * and ' S is M ’ to the conclusion that therefore 
*S must be P', 

^ In Aristotle’s terminology, they are definitory statements of to tL icm, or of 
some amongst ra h tL ityriy of the vTro/cetjitevov ydvos of a science. 

* The cognita (which, when expanded into statements, I have called ' axioms ’) 
correspond roughly to the Md^ais of a science (cf., e.g.. Post, Anal. 76b 3-6) . But — 
if I am right — ^they enter into science, not as premisses, but as controlling principles 
of its reasoning. They correspond also, perhaps, to the ' Categories ’ or * Denkbestim- 
mungen’ in the philosophy of Hegel. 

3 Cognita, therefore, which (cf. p. 157) belong to the structural character of a 
body of knowledge — ^not amongst its ‘contents*. 
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physicist, establish by any process of reasoning— the ‘fundamental 
concepts’ of physics, or the' ‘axioms’ in which these elements of 
the structural form of his domain (these indispensable conditions 
of its ‘being’ and of his ‘thinking’) are expanded into statements. 
For what these ‘axioms’ express are conditions indispensable 
alike to the ‘being’ and to the ‘knowing’ of the ‘world’ of his 
science, and of everything in it. Hence, so far as he is concerned, 
there neither is, nor can be, any (physical) fact or any (physical) 
truth logically prior to (or even in any sense logically independent 
of) the cognita in question. He must ‘ know ’ them, if he is to ‘ know ’ 
anything in the world of his science ; unless they are ‘ true’, nothing 
is true in physics ; and unless he is infallibly assured of their truth, 
he cannot be certain of a single physical demonstration. What 
else, then, can this ‘infallible assurance’ be, but a ‘conceptual 
intuition of intelligible data ’ ? What else, but an intellectual seeing 
of an intelligible structure — ^that structural form, which being 
required to constitute a ‘world of physical facts’, must control the 
mind in its ‘thinking’ (in its ‘discursive activity’) if thereby it is 
to know such a world or anythmg in it, i.e. if its reasoning is to 
be ‘physical’ or such as to constitute ‘physical science’? 

So far I have distinguished two kinds of cognita which seem — 
on a first view at any rate — ^to be ‘intelligible data immediately 
and infallibly apprehended by conceptual intuition ’. I shah return 
presently to exsimine whether indeed — or rather, in what precise 
sense — ^they axe so. B ut fcl a third kin d of cognita^ m ust &st be 
more fully described. For, amongst the contents of any body of 
knowledge, there are certam cognita which tend to be regarded as 
truths self-evident and self-contained. They presuppose, indeed, 
a process of reasoning by which we come to know them ; but yet, 
when and as we know them, they are known (it would be said) by 
an act of inteUectual vision, by a single direct inspection of the 
mind. It is doubtful, I think, whether (according to modem 
logical analysis of the contents of any body of knowledge) there 
is anything precisely corresponding to those basal (commensurate 
and immediate) coimexions of fact which, on Aristotle’s theory, 
entered into a ‘science’ as indemonstrable minor premisses of the 
fundamental syllogisms, on which the science as a whole depended. 
But in the context of a science and amongst the reasoned truths 
of which it consists, there are certain precise (i.e. reciprocal) 
impHcations ; and these — ^though no primary premisses, and there- 

* Cf. above, p. 157- 
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fore not foundations of the rational superstructure as a whole — 
are yet, it is sometimes contended, intelligible daia in the sense that, 
when and as they are known, they are conceived without process, 
‘seen’ or ‘perceived’ whole and complete by an infallible intel- 
lectual intuition. Truths of this kind (I repeat) are not, like 
Aristotle’s aiieooi •npcndcrets or aroL^eta, indemonstrable founda- 
tions of the whole inferential edifice, the whole system of demonstra- 
tions, which is the science in question. They are demonstrable, 
and perhaps demonstrated; yet clearly they may be used as 
immediate premisses and foundations of this or that further 
demonstration within the whole ; as fixed starting-points of this 
or that section or stage in the inferential movement which (as it 
rounds itself into relative completeness and stability) constitutes 
what is called ‘a science’. 

When, for example, the student has mastered the multiplication 
table, the several implications^ of which it consists will wear to 
him the appearance of so many ‘intelligible data ’ — each a self- 
evident truth, standing firm and solid in its own right, and a fit 
foundation on which to base some further step of his arithmetical 
reasoning. He knows (or seems to himself to know) infalhbly and 
unmediately, for example, that twice two must be four and that 
four demands two twos as its factors — or that five twos make ten 
and ten requires two fives. Or when (to take a less imperfect 
example) the student of Euclidean geometry has re-thought and 
mastered the demonstration that the angles at the base of an 
isosceles triangle are equal to one another, the imphcation (precise 
or reciprocal) of equal subtending sides and equal subtended angles 
stsmds out for him henceforth as a self-evident ‘fact’ or ‘nexus-of- 
fact’2 — an intelligible datum, a truth which he ‘conceives’ whole 
and entire by a processless act of intellectual insight. 

There are, it seems, and must be recognized, within the contents of 
every body of knowledge (of every system of scientific reasoning, 
of every system of reasoned truth which is the inteUigible domain 
of a science), self-evident intelligible data of this kind and the 
‘conceptual intuitions’ whereki they are infallibly comprehended 
or immediately known. It is, for example, a commensurate imphca- 
tion of this kind which the chemist (and the biologist) estabUshes — 

^ Not all the " implications ^ of which the multiplication table consists (indeed, 
if we remember that every product may be regarded as a multiple of unity, not 
any of them), are *pure’ (i.e. precise, and therefore reciprocal, connexions of 
ImpUcans and Implicitum), So far, therefore, this example is imperfect. 

* Below, Study III, pp. 231 ff. 
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or at least endeavours to establish— whenever he formulates (or 
tries to formulate) a law of chemical combination, or any canaal 
connexion or law of nature. And when once established and 
precisely formulated, every such implication, — say the formula of 
combination of water, or the causal connexion between such-and- 
such a form of poisoning and such-and-such a form of death — 
wears the appearance of an intelligible datum. It is, or seems to be, 
a nexus of mutually necessitating terms ; a truth self-supporting 
and self-cohering; guaranteeing itself, and capable of being lifted 
clean (without loss to its self-evident certainty) out of the reasoned 
context in which it was established. ^ 

4. Modem logical analysis of any body of knowledge distin- 
guishes certain characters of its structure, and certain items of 
its contents, which have a prima facie claim to rank as intelligible 
data — ^i.e. as truths self-evident, and known in their self-evidence 
by a non-discursive act of intellect, by conceptual intuition. There 
are three kinds of these cognita. The first two, when made explicit 
and set out as statements, take the shape (i) of fundamental 
principles of the form of system — ^formal principles of any and 
every system {qua system) — of being and knowing, and (ii) of 
axioms or structural principles of a determinate system of being 
and of knowing. There seems an unanswerable case, I admitted, 
for regarding such cognita as intelligible data, in the very sense in 
which throughout this Study we have been searching for data 
in vain. They seem, that is, to be ‘truths' (intelligible facts) 
which can be ‘known’ only by the immediate inspection of the 
intellect ; and which must be so known, and known with absolute 
assurance, if we are to know, within the body of knowledge in 
question, anything whatever discursively or mediately — ^by way 
of judgement or inference. 

As to the third kind of cognita — ^the implications, which are to be 
found amongst the contents of every body of knowledge — ^these 
also (I admitted) seem, when and as they are known, to be intel- 
ligible data. They seem to be traths self-evident, known without 
discursus (or ‘immediately’) by conceptual intuition; and th^ 
available for use as foundations, not indeed of the whole inferential 
fabric of a science, but of this or that particular inference or 
‘stretch’ of reasoning within it. 

I Here, and in what follows, I am making a free nse of Bosanquet s admirable 
analysis of the hypothetical judgement, the idea of ground and of cause, and the 
conception of a 'pure case’, in Logics, vol. i, pp. 234-63. 

♦74« M 
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Accepting, then, this suggested analysis, I proceed to test the 
supposed ‘intelligible data’, selecting for closer consideration one 
or more examples from each of the three kinds of cognita^ 

Let us begin with cognita of the third kind — ^implications, as 
I proposed to call them. There is no doubt that, in every scientific 
investigation, we endeavour to establish precise (and therefore 
reciprocal) coimexions of ground and consequent, of condition 
and conditioned, of impUcans and impUcatum. There are, then, 
amongst the contents of every body of knowledge, commensurate 
cohesions of mutually necessitating terms — ^truths such as would 
find appropriate formulation in pure reciprocal h3q>othetical judge- 
ments — ^in short, what I have called implications. It may be said, 
indeed, that, in ideal, a body of knowledge is nothing but an intel- 
ligible whole or tissue of truths, every single one of which is, in 
this sense, an implication ; and that the degree, in which this ideal 
is realized, measures the exactness of our reasoning, and the extent 
to which, in and through that reasoning, some region of reality is 
‘intelligible’ to us or ‘known’. 

Now, what exactly is contended in regard to these implications 
— ^these truths which form part (and, in ideal, perhaps, the whole) 
of the contents of every body of knowledge ? It is contended not 
that they are, ab origine and unconditionally, ‘intelligible daia 
intellectually intuited’; but that they acquire that character 
under certain conditions, and stand henceforth possessed of it in 
certain relations. Even, therefore, if the contention is sound, it 
does not follow that they are data in the sense which alone is 
relevant, which alone is under discussion, in the present Study. 
It does not follow (and this after all is the point at issue) that 
‘implications’ constitute a special set of truths, only knowable 
and only known by a special function of the intellect ; and thus 
marked off from (and yet the indispensable foundations of) the 
remaining contents (the truths mediated and ^own discursively) 
within the body of knowledge in question. ^AVe are dealing, in 
diort, at most with data not origin^ but acquired, not absolute 
but relative; with ‘conceptual intuitions’ or ‘intellectual per- 
ceptions’ presupposing judgement and inference — ^and, it may well 
be, indu&g within themselves the survi;^g throb and tension 
of the discursive activity they presuppose; For what was urged 
before^ in regard to the expert sense-percdptions of ‘privileged’ 
percipients applies, mwtatis mutandis, to the ‘intellectual percep- 
* Study 11 , § 8, pp. 91-5, 
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tions ’ or ‘ conceptual intuitions ’ we are now considering. Not any 
and every mind, but only the mind which, in its discursive activity, 
moves on a certain plane— which possesses (and is possessed by) a 
determinate system of demonstrated truth — ‘perceives’ by intel- 
lectual insight the ‘implications’, for example, in arithmetic, in 
Euclidean geometry, in physics, in physiology, or in any other 
‘inteUigible world’ or ‘body of knowledge’. The commensurate 
(reciprocally necessary) nexus of the two equal subtending sides of 
the isosceles triangle and its two equal subtended angles, or (again) 
of the victim’s swallowing so much arsenic and suffering such- 
and-such a mode of death, appears self-evident, stands out with 
the acquired semblance of an ‘ intelligible daium ’, only to those who 
have mastered the relevant demonstrations; and the 'conceptual 
intuition ’ they thus are privileged to enjoy draws its whole content 
from the inferential discursus, in which the particular geometrical 
or physiological demonstration is (for the time being and relatively) 
the last or ‘culminating’ stage or ‘stretch’. For the time being, 
perhaps, the reasoning, the discursive activity, has collapsed. At 
all events, it has become concentrated into, and is buried under, 
an undivided, quiescent, consciousness, in which the expert 
geometer or physiologist ‘feels’ himself immediately certain on 
‘assured’. But this assurance is derivative and precarious. It » 
grounded in, and (so to speak) quick or tense with, the reasoning 
from which it was derived, which in it is concentrated or focusea 
It loses its vitality, as the memory of the reasoning fades ; and n 
(or rather, when) it thus grows fainter, it can only b^einforced or 
revived by re-thinking the original demonstration, v' 

That, as I believe, is the true answer to the claim tl^, amongst 
the contents of every body^of knowledge, there areviijjtfilligible 
data intellectua lly intuited’,’ ^ Strictly and properly speaking, the 
clSETcajanorbeadmEfle^^ either al origine and unconditionally, 
nor after a process of demonstration and relatively to a certain 
level of education of the mind, are there any elements or items of 
the contents of a body of knowledge, which are truths strictly 
self-evident — ^immediately known foundations of other truths that 
can be known only discursively, only by judgement and inference. 
In every body of knowledge, however, there are truths which, 
when once established, appear self-evident in the sense and with 
the qualifications explained; truths whidi, when and as they 
are Imown, possess for the knower the semblance of ‘intelligible 
data’. And in ideal, it may perhaps be added, this appearance of 
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self-evidence, this semblance of being given directly to intellec- 
tual vision, or to a conceptual act which is a ‘ seeing ', would attach 
to all the contents of every body of knowledge, as a ‘ sign ’ (a cnj/xetov 
= a consequent and s3nnptom) of'^ts relative completeness and 
coherence — of the relative self-fulfilment and self-containedness of 
the system of demonstrations which it is. 

‘But surely’, it will be said, ‘it is not possible to deny the 
genuine self-evidence (even though it be derivative and relative) 
of some at least of these implications — ^these demonstrated traths 
within each body of knowledge ? In the geometrical illustration, 
for example, the implication of the two equal subtending sides 
and the two equal subtended angles seems to be a truth, which, 
when and as it is known, is nothing but “the commensurate nexus 
of two precisely defined and mutually necessitating terms”. If 
so, is it not — ^when and as it is known — a self-supporting and self- 
guaranteeing cohesion of two intelligible elements? It serins, 
therefore, to be an ‘Jptelligible datum intellectually intuited’’ in 
fact and reality, andf not merely in appearance — a. truth which, 
now and henceforth Amfoses itself, whole and all at onc^ , upon the 
geometrically educated mind. 

What is really at issue is the logical character of an implication. 
Hitherto I have spoken of an implication as the precise (or pure) 
and therefore reciprocal (or commensurate) nexus of ground and 
consequent, condition and conditioned, or implicans and impli- 
catum. The connexa, I have insisted, are to be sharply defined; 
and it seems clear enough from the examples that they are to be 
genuinely distinct from one another. The sides and angles, for 
example, the assimilation of arsenic and the mode of dying — 
dearly neither term in these two couples is the other, nor contains 
it wholly or even in part. And so far it seems also dear that the 
nexus is sheerly synthetic, implication, if this were the whole 
story, would indeed be ‘notning but the commensurate nexus of 
two mutually necessitating terms^— the s heer synthesis of two 
sheer distincts. 

But if this were the whole story — ^if this were an adequate 
accoimt of an implication — ^no implication could possibly be 
‘established’ or demonstrated. And indeed an implication would 
be, strictly speaking, inconceivable — a contradiction in terms. 

For the sheer s3mthesis of two sheer distincts, if we can regard 
it as a ‘cohesion’ of them at all — ^as a nexus or necessary con- 
nexion of them, and not a mere casual togetherness or conjrmction 
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^is clearly unprovable. To establish or demonstrate such an 
implication— even in any sense to explain or understand it— 
would plainly be impossible. And if we suppose it to be ‘given’ or 
to occOT in knowledge, in what sense would it be ‘conceivable’ or 
‘intelligible ’ ? ‘ But it does occur ; for it presents itself to the intel- 
lect, and imposes itself “ whole and in the l umo,” upon it— syn- 
thesis and distincts falling together within the ambitus of a single 
conceptual vision. ’ Then it is ‘intelligible’, it seems, a non inUlli- 
gendo. For that two terms, each precisely and purely itself, and 
each sheerly distinct from the other, should yet necessitate or 
determine one another— what else could such a ‘given’ be to the 
intellect, which seeks to explain and understand, but em impene- 
trable mystery or miracle? It would be impossible to formulate 
a more striking example of the kind of situation which, if indeed it 
were ‘ given ’ and imposed itself as ‘ fact ’, would baffle all attempts 
at understanding. The intellect could neither accept nor believe 
such an implication imless it were guided by the principle ‘credo 
quia impossihile ’ . * 

But of course this is not ‘the whole story’; there is a vital 
omission in the account I have hitherto given of an implication. 
If the whole story is to be told, something more must be brought 
out and made explicit. 

For certainly the connexa are ‘genuinely distinct’. But they are 
so, and can only be so, because they are differences essential to 
the genuine (or concrete) identity of something other than, and yet 
embodied in, them both. And certainly the nexus is genuinely 
synthetic — a connexion of differences neither of which is con- 
tained, wholly or in part, within the other. But it is genuinely 
S3mthetic, and can only be so, because it is also analytic of that 
third something, that ‘other’. It is anal3d;ic of that third some- 
thing which, disparting itself into the connexa, yet maintains its 

^ Cf. Bradley, Appearance and Reality‘s ^ 509: *For, to be satisfied, my intellect 
must understand, and it cannot understand by taking a congeries, if I may say so, 
in the lump. My intellect may, for certain purposes, to use an old figure, swallow 
mysteries unchewed, but unchewed it is unable in the end to stomach and digest 
them', &c. Cf. also Kant, Werhe, ii ('Versuch, d. Begriff d. negativen Grossen in 
die Weltweisheit einzufiihren '), p. 202. *. . . wie soli ich es verstehen, dass well 
Etwas ist, etwas anders set ? ’ That eiwas anders sei must be interpreted as though 
he had written Etwas Anderes sei. It is clear from Kant’s examples: *The Divine 
Will is one thing: the existing world is something quite different. Yet God's Will 
<is supposed to> contain the real ground for the existence of the world. ... A body 
(A) is in motion: another body, (B), in the straight line of A's movement, is at 
rest. A's movement is one thin^. B's movement another thing. Yet the second is 
posited through the first', &c. J 
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concrete unity and identity in (and only by means of) them both, 
and is thus the real ground of the necessity both of their distinction 
and of their relation.* 

What has just been offered as ‘the whole story’ may seem far- 
fetched and abstruse. But it is easy enough to see that nothing 
less is required to do justice to the geometrical and physiological 
implications that were quoted as examples. The connexa in the 
geometrical example were not ‘ 2 equal angles ’ and ‘ 2 equal sides ’ ; 
the qualifications ‘ subtended ’ and ‘ subtending ’ were indispensable. 
And in those qualifications there is assumed, and there is in part 
expressed, the third something — ^viz. the uniquely characteristic 
individual which has and maintains its concrete unity and identity 
precisely and only in these its differences and in this their S3mthetic 
relation. It is this — the isosceles triangle — ^which is the real ground 
both of the necessity in the distinctness of the connexa and of the 
necessity of their connexion ; and, except as differentiating its self- 
sameness, they are neither implicans nor implicatum — ^nor would 
their connexion be a nexus (i.e. a necessary connexion), but a mere 
togetherness or conjunction. So, too, in the physiological example. 
The connexa are not ‘poisoning’ and ‘death’,* nor even ‘swallow- 
ing so much arsenic’ and ‘d3dng in such-and-such a manner’. If 
the connexa are to be implicans and implicatum, if they in their 
distinctness and S3mthetic connexion are to constitute an implica- 
tion, they must be — ^to state the principle in the most abstract and 
general terms — ^adjectival to a third something, two amongst the 
differences in which it realizes itself. The ‘real grotmd’ in this 
example was vaguely indicated before^ as ‘the victim’ — ^i.e. the 
living human organism which ‘swallows’ and ‘dies’. And the 
‘swallowing’ and ‘dying’, which in their precisely defined dis- 
tinctness reciprocally cohere with one another (so that the first 
must be terminated by the second, and the second of necessity 
presupposes the occurrence of the first), are two of the different 
functions or processes in which and in which alone this life (the 
life of this organism) displays and completes its limited and tran- 
sient ‘individuality’, or shows the special character and the limits 
of its ‘ concr^ identity and unity ’.■♦ The long and the short of it, 
then, is this. " 3 lmere is no such thing as a logical nexus (a necessary 

1 On genuine (or concrete) identity and unity, cf. Study I, pp. 46-9. 

2 Cl above, p. 161. 3 p. 153. 

For the assumption that cause and effect, when adequately conceived, are 
in principle identical with logical antecedent and consequent {implicans and 
implicatum) see above. Study I, p. 30, n. i. 
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connexion) of diSerences, unless the differences differentiate an 
identity. Implications ‘hold together’, and ‘hold’, only within, 
and subject to, the (actual or postulated) being of something con- 
cretely one and seif-same. They depend upon, and are supported 
by, some (given or postulated) individual whole or system— some- 
thing that is One in (and by virtue of) its Many, the same with 
itself in (and because of) a variety of elements or characters 
essential to its identity, or a plurality of changing states or 
phases displa3dng its permanence. For this and that item of the 
detail of such an individual whole or system, this and that 
difference of its identity or phase of its permanence, may— taken 
strictly and purely, and thus precisely defined— imply, condition, 
necessitate, each the other; may constitute an implication. But 
obviously no implication — ^none of these commensurate cohesions 
of items, differences, phases— is self-supporting. It could not be 
‘lifted clean’* ‘out of the reasoned context in which it was estab- 
lished’. It holds, and holds together, only within the framework 
of its special ‘ground’ — only in one special context, the context 
in which alone it was, and could have been, demonstrated, viz 
the reasoned explication (the. Synthetic-Analysis or Analytic- 
Synthesis) of that ‘ ground 

I mtxst not delay longer on these ‘ implications ’; for I am anxious 
to bring this Study to a conclusion, and I have s^ to examine 
the contention that ‘axioms’ and ‘principles’ are ‘intelligible data 
conceptually intuited’. Yet I will permit myself to make one 
general remark before leaving this subject. If what I have been 
rpgintaining is correct, the classical ideal of knowledge— the ide^ 
which dominates the teaching alike, for example, of Aristotle’s 
Posterior Analytics of the Regulae of Descartes— must be con- 

demned as illusory .'^o conceive a body of knowledge in its ideal 
fulfilment as a system of truths, some indemonstrable and some 
demonstrated, but all (when the inferential movement has 
completed itself and ‘come full circle') severally absolute, i.e. 
self-evident and self-supporting— such a conception is no more / 
t hfln an attractive dream, unrealizable because self-contradictoty. 
Truths thus absolute would be so many items of fact and its 
awareness; units to be summed or aggregated, atoms of iMorma- 
tion to be conjoined or collocated. They would be intrinsically 
incapable of constituting a science, a coher^t body of knowledge 
— ^an intelligible world intelligently known. 

I As was suggested, above, p. i6o. 
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Or (to express the same criticism somewhat differently) no 
movement can be reduced, whether in fact or in ideal, to a suc- 
cession of discrete unmoving constituents; and the inferential 
movement, the movement of illation or mediation, is no exception. 
The inferential movement, that is, cannot be reduced, in fact or in 
ideal, to a succession of self-evident steps or premisses, each seized 
immediately (or 'intuited') by (or in) an xmmoving act of intelli- 
gence. Yet in principle this illusory reduction is offered both by 
Aristotle and by Descartes as the adequate analysis of an ideally 
perfect demonstration.^ 

Nowhere amongst the contents of a body of knowledge is 
there an 'intelligible datum intellectually intuited'. But what 
of its 'structural elements' — ^the cognita which (for want of 

* Compare the account given t>y Aristotle in, for example, Post. Anal. 84^* 31— 
8y I of the demonstrator's aim and procedure with the view explicitly maintained 
by D^cartes in many passages of the Regular in regard to the relation of deductio 
to intuitus (e.g. Reg. III. Cf. also, above, Study I, p. 44). 'According to 
Aristotle' — if I may quote my Inaugural Lecture of I9i9» Immediate Experience 
and Mediaiion, pp. 13—17 — ^'the man of science, as the result of certain preliminary 
investigations . . ., is enabled to formulate various 'npo^Xrniara. Each of these 
irpofiXrjfiara is a judgement, true but as yet unproved, asserting the connexion of 
a property (D) with its appropriate subject (A). The connexion thus provi- 
sionally asserted has to be established — ^the unmediated judgement (A-D) has to 
be converted into a demonstrated truth of science. When the demonstrator 
starts, there is an "interval" (Stacmy^a) whose ends are marked by the two 
terms {opoi) A and D; and this "interval" between the subject and its property 
is as yet unfilled for his knowledge. His object is to discover the middle term 
or middle terms which are required to fill this gap — ^the links connecting A 
with D— and thus to substitute, for the unfilled interval A-D, a "close-packed" 
interval, i.e, an unbroken succession of minimal intervals or immediate judgements 
(a/xeaa or aiialpera BtacerrjpLara, afieaoi ^rporaaets’, crrocx^La). . . . To demonstrate 
the necessary connexion of D with A is thus to analyse the "stretch" between 
them into the indivisible, elementary "stretches" of which it is composed. These 
simple or indivisible intervals (the judgements A-B, B-C, C-D) are the primary, 
self-evident, and yet necessary, truths, the immediate premisses, which the proof 
that A must be D presupposes as its logical foundations.' And, it must be remem- 
bered (cf. above, pp. 1 54-6), these primary immediate premisses are known, and 
can be known, only by voTjms — by conceptual intuition. * Such self-evident and 
yet necessary truths correspond to the "simple propositions” or "simple ideas" 
which, according to Descartes, axe the intuitively apprehended data of all our 
knowledge. The human intellect, he maintains, is . . . infallible in its acts of 
"intuition”, and infallible in its inferential movement' (cf. above. Study I,' 
pp. 44-5). ‘Thus, I can , . . "see", e.g., that "2-I-2 = 4", and that "my self- 
consciousness involves my existence”. And, by an unbroken inferential progress 
from self-evident to self-evident, my intellect can move to the infallible apprehen- 
sion of a mediate necessary truth. . . . However long and complex the mediation, 
however many links the chain of proof may contain, the inference is infallible 
because each of its steps is an infallible intuition.' (Cf, The Nature of Truth, 2nd 
ed., pp. 69-73.) 
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better names) I called respectively ‘fundamental principles’ and 
‘axioms’?’ 

Consider, for example, the principles of contradiction and of 
deductive illation*— or rather the structural characteristics which 
these principles express, characteristics common to every body of 
knowledge because inherent in its very form as an intelligible 
system. Consider also Euchd’s ‘axioms’, for example, that ‘the 
whole is greater than its part’ and that ‘two straight lines cannot 
enclose a space’ — or rather the special structural characteristics 
which they express, characteristics inherent in ‘homogeneous 
space’, or whatever we ought to call the special intelligible system 
disclosed in Euclidean Geometry. Are not these and similar struc- 
tural characteristics so many conditions, to which the intellect is 
subject in all its reasoning, if that is to have any bearing — ^to hold 
good at all — ^within the world of homogeneous space ? Yet how 
can it be subject to them — ^how can they inform and control it in 
its discursive activities — ^unless they are in some sense ‘known’ to 
it, ‘known’ without judgement or inference? 

It looks, then, as though we have at last found a datum or data of 
the kind for which we have been searching. For there are — it 
appears — certain structural characters which must be already 
‘ ^own ’ to the intellect, if anything whatever in the world of homo- 
geneous space is to become known to it by way of judgement and in- 
ference ; cognita, therefore, which are indispensable pre-conditions 
of all its discursive activities in this sphere. And similarly, in every 
body of knowledge, there are, or seem to be, intelligible data intel- 
lectually intuited; viz., certain structural or formal characters, 
which logical analysis expands into definitory statements, and 
formulates as fundamental principles of knowledge in general, and 
as axioms or fundamental concepts of each several body of know- 
ledge in particular. 

Yet this apparent success is illusory. For, on further considera- 
tion, it is clear that neither the fundamental principles and axioms, 
nor the structural characters they render explicit and define, are 
‘intelligible data intellectually intuited’ — ^so long at least as the 
terms of that phrase retain the meaning they have hitherto borne 
in oirr inquiry. For the phrase — or, for that matter, even the single 
term datufn— commits those who use it* to the assumption that, 

> Cf. above, pp. 158-9, 161. * Cf. above, p. 157. 

2 Those at least who use it, as I have done, without special warning and 
qualification. 
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within knowledge, even if it be immeiiate, there must of necessity 
be two terms, opposed to one another and correlated as subject 
and object; that knowledge must always be analysable into a 
cognitum and a cognoscens, into a ‘known' and a ‘knower’ or 
‘knowing’ of it. 

Now it was not suggested — and certainly could not be main- 
tained — ^that (say) the principle of contradiction and the axiom 
that ‘two straight lines cannot enclose a space’ are, themselves and 
as stick, intelligible data intellectually intuited by the Euclidean 
geometer as pre-conditions of his reasoning. They are not, in their 
proper form as explicit principles, ‘known’ to him at all — are not 
cognita for him — ^so long as he is geometrizing ; but only, if at all, 
when he reflects upon his geometrical reasoning. They are, in 
short, cognita for him not qtia geometer but qua logician. And 
though for the logician (or for the geometer qtui logician) these 
principles and axioms are cognita, they clearly are- not data ; nor 
is his ‘knowing’ them an intellectual vision of them, i.e. a con- 
ceptual intuition without, and distinct from, discursive activity.; 
On the contrary: what is prominent and unmistakable in his 
‘knowing them’ is its discursive character. He is judging; and 
his cognitum is a ‘truth’ which can only be ‘known’ — ^and there- 
fore can only be itself, viz. a ‘truth’ — ^in the form of a judgement.* 

On the other hand, the ‘structural characters’, which these 
principles and axioms render explicit — ^how can they, as such (i.e. 
in their proper or inexplicit form) be intelligible data intellectually 
intuited? ‘They are’, it was suggested,^ ‘conditions controlling 
the intellect in its geometrical reasoning. They must, therefore, 
be “known" to it in some sense — “known" to it apart from and 
independently of its discursive activities. They are, in short, 
cognita presupposed by, and pre-conditioning, the latter ; intelli- 
gible facts given directly to, and seen directly by, the intellect. ’ 
But ever3d:hmg in this argument turns upon the qualification ‘in 
some sense’. These structural characters plainly are not ‘cognita’ 
or ‘known’ in the only sense we have hitherto recognized. They 
are not objects for a lowing subject or act ; they do not fall on 
one side of that correlation, with which hitherto we have tacitly 

* Cf. above, pp, 141-2, on the discursive character of the Cartesian Intuitus, 
I am not denying the formal immediacy — ^the formal unity, wholeness and con- 
tini^ty, of the consciousness involved in every act of judgement or inference. 
But I am denying that to *know by way of judgement or inference* can ever be 
anything else than primarily and essentially discursive, i.e. an activity synthetic 
and analytic at once. * p. 169. 
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identified knowledge. The geometer, it is obvious, does not in that 
sense know them — i.e. they axe not ‘objects’ for him — either 
before, or during, or after, his geometrical reasonings. And what 
the logician (or the geometer qm logician) knows, is (as we have 
seen) not these structural characters themselves and as such, but 
certain definitory propositions — or whatever we ought to call 
those truths in the form of judgements into which these structural 
characters have been expanded and translated by his reflective 
analysis. 

5. Genuine Immediates. Where now do we stand ? The ‘search 
for a datum’, has been prosecuted, if not exhaustively, at least 
industriously in aU the most Ukely fields. For those who believe 
in data, when their belief is challenged, tend to put forward, as 
incontestable examples, experiences dravm from one or other of 
the three fields we have now explored — ^viz. the fields of self- 
feeling, sense-perception, and conceptual intuition. Nothing within 
these fields has proved so far to be a datum ; i.e. to be a fact, reality, 
or truth immediately and indubitably known — ^given, completely 
and utterly as it is, to some processless and infallible mode ofV 
sentience, or of sensuous or intellectual apprehension. 

With that negative result, the main object of the present Study* 
has been achieved. For the popular division of Imowledge into 
immediate and discursive has been ‘shaken and discredited’ at 
least to this extent — ^viz. that those who assume it may fairly be 
challenged to show why their assumption should be treated with 
respect. It is for them to produce some fresh example of immediate 
knowledge — an example this time genuinely incontestable; or 
else to vindicate, and re-establish, the supposed specimens of 
immediate knowledge, the supposed data, that have been examined 
and found wanting in the preceding investigation. 

This brings me to the consideration of a final topic. For know- 
ledge, it may be said, is based upon a datum in a different sense 
from that in which the term has so far been interpreted ; or know- ■ 
ledge, though not divided into knowledge immediate and know- ' 
ledge discursive, is nevertheless rooted in, and is the development 
and consummation of, a genuinely immediate basis. 

Throughout these Studies, it will be remembered, it has been 
assumed that knowledge can always be analysed into a cosnitum. 
and a cognoscens — ^into two terms opposed and related to one 
another as object and subject. But such an analysis, it has been 
* Cf. above, pp. 152-3. 
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contended, is always inadequate^ since at best it ignores a funda- 
mental character of knowledge; and often utterly inapplicable, 
because there are forms or levels of knowledge — or experiences 
continuous with knowledge — ^which 'fall below* and 'rise above' 
all explicit distinctions and relations, even the opposition and 
correlation of subject and object. 

(i) Certainly the analysis is inadequate, and apt to be misleading 
by what it omits or fails to emphasize. In principle, indeed, I have 
already admitted^ its inadequacy in insisting upon the concrete 
unity and identity, within which, and subject to which, alone a 
duality of terms can be genuinely distinct and yet genuinely 
related. The point is put very clearly and forcibly in Bradley's 
Essays on Truth and Reality f and a few quotations will explain 
and drive it home suflSiciently for my present purpose. 

'There is’, he writes,^ 'an immediate feeling, a knowing and being 
in one, with which knowledge begins ; and, though this is in a manner 
transcended, it nevertheless remains throughout as the present founda- 
tion of my known world. And if you remove this direct sense of my 
momentary contents and being, you bring down the whole of conscious- 
ness in one common wreck. For it is in the end ruin to divide experience 
into something on one side experienced as an object and on the other 
side something not experienced at all.’ 

Again, ^ 

'at no stage of mental development is the mere correlation of subject 
and object actually given, ^^erever this or any other relation is ex- 
perienced, what is experienced is more than the mere relation. It 
involves a felt totality, and on this inclusive unity the relation de- 
pends. The subject, the object, and their relation, are experienced as 
elements or aspects in a One which is there from the first.' 

Lastly,^ 

^ ‘My self is not my finite centre, and my finite centre is but one amongst 
many, and it is not the universe. It is the whole universe entire and 
undivided, but it is that universe only so far as it appears in one with a 
single centre. Feeling is the beginning, and it is the source of allmaterial, 
and it forms the enfolding element and abiding ground of our world. 
But feeling is not that world, and it is not the criterion of Reality’, &c. 

The analysis of knowledge into a cognitum and cognoscens is 
always 'inadequate' in the sense explained; knowledge is never 
'the mere correlation of subject and object'; that correlation 

* Cf. above, pp. 165-7. ® Cf. especially ch. vi and ch. xiv. 

3 Xxic. cit., p. 159. ^ Loc. cit-, p. 200. 5 Lqc. cit., p. 420. 
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logically presupposes a more fundamental whole or unity in which 
—to speak metaphorically— it is ‘rooted’, or within (and from) 
which it develops; nevertheless this admission, so far as I can 
judge, is not relevant to, does not modify or cancel, the negative 
result of the preceding search for a datum. What has in fact been 
admitted is not ‘an immediate feeling, a knowing and being in 
one’, which exists as an independent basis, as a separate or separ- 
able datum, upon which there may be founded, or out of which 
there may develop, the mediate or discursive forms of knowledge. 
‘Basis’ is a misnomer for the fundamental unity or immediacy— 
the knowing and being in one— which the correlation of subject 
and object implies ; a misnomer, or at least a metaphor which must 
not be pressed. For the ‘basis’ — ^if we will call it so — ^is, in rhig 
case, inseparably one with that which is founded upon it, with that 
which is rooted in it, and developed out of it. Nor will it ^ to 
press the imagery in the descriptions I quoted from Bradleyy The 
main point, I take it, which he is anxious to enforce, is that a 
ce^rij giin chara cter of imm ediacy, a oneness of knowing and b^g, 
js ineliminabi e from knowledg^ not that it comes first in toe, 
nor that it ever exists as a complete and independent stage, or 
form, of knowledge.* It is unfortunate, I venture to think, 'that 
he shotdd speak of it as ‘ an immediate feeling ’ : for the phrase 
undoubtedly suggests a ‘ snbstantiar. nr c omplete expeii aice. and 
not a character ineliminable from — or a ‘Tnoment’ contributing 
to constitute — every form or stage of knowledge. It is unfortunate 
also that he should say ‘there is an immediate feeling, with which 
knowledge begins'. But the misleading suggestion of this phrase 
is — ^in part, at least — corrected by the later passage in which he ^ 
says of feeling not only that it is ‘the beginning’, but that 
forms the enfolding element and abiding ground of our world ’.i/ 

(ii) Admitting, then, that (in the sense explained) the analysis 
of knowledge into the correlation of subject and object is always 
‘inadequate’, let us pass on to consider the second contention® — 
viz. that ‘there are forms or levels of knowledge (or experiences 
continuous with knowledge) to which the analysis is utterly 
inapplicable’. On the face of it — on any strict and literal inter- 
pretation — ^the contention is plainly indefensible. How can there 

* Bradley himself, however, though with considerable hesitation, did in fact 
mflintain also that * feeling ^ both in the race and in the individual, is the beginning 
(the first stage in time) of knowledge. See particularly his unfinished essay on 
‘Relations* in Collected Essays, vol. ii, pp. 630-76. 

* Above, p. 172. 
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be forms of knowledge which ' fall below ’ or ‘ rise above ’ the correla- 
tion of subject and object ? Knowledge without a cognitum or a 
cognoscens is a knowledge where nobody knows and nothing is 
known. Nevertheless behind this contention — ^misunderstood or 
misdescribed by those who make it — ^there are certain experiences 
- which must be briefly noticed. 

(a) There are, fird, certain extremes of agony or rapture — 
immensities of suffering or delight* — ^which ‘fall below’ all explicit 
distinctions and relations, even (it maybe said) ' b elow ' the opposi - 
tion and c orrelati on of subjecL and object. Such states, perhaps, 
are ut terlv~an3~genuinelv immedia te. They are, at all events, 
without^tingTflSiable'Sements of parts, without terms to relate 
or mediate. There is a ‘feeling’, a ‘mode of sentience’, an 
‘experience’ — ^Lf these terms may be used, in default of better, to 
designate a state or occurrence such that, while it lasts, there is 
for me nothing beyond, and there are for me no distinctions 
within, its overwhelming immensity. There is a ‘feeling’. But I 
while this ‘ feeling ’ is, there is no world beyond it ; there is within it 
no self who feels, no pain or pleasure which he feels ; nor is there a 
sentient subject conscious of the feeling as his experience or state. 
There is nothing but one intense and all-absorbing flood of pain or 
pleasure; too overwhelming, while it lasts, even to be felt (i.e. 
recognized) as pain or pleasure. 

In such an experience, however, we plainly are not cognizant of 
an 5 dhmg, or at all. An experience of that kind — ^assuming it to 
occur, and assuming it to be thus utterly and genuinely ‘imme- 
diate’ — ^is plainly not a form of knowledge. It is not merely, if I 
may recall a former suggestion,® that like an extremely violent 
and intense perception, the experience ‘tends to lose its cognizant 
character, and to be for the percipient an overwhelming “sensa- 
tion” of pleasure and pain’. Ex hypothesi, and ab origine, this 
experience had no cognizant character to lose — ^no ‘cognizant 
character’ in the only sense the phrase can bear in the context. 
For, in it, nobody ‘experiences’ and nothing ‘is experienced’. It 
never was, and never can he, for a percipient or a sentient — or for 
a finite subject at all. 

(5) But, secondly, there are experiences which deserve, if I am 
not mistaken, to rank as (in a certain special sense) immediate, 

^ Extremes also, I ought perhaps to add, of fear and panic, of hate and rage, of 
love, &c. 

* Cf. pp. 109-10, 
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and yet as cognizant or continuous with, and consummations of, 
knowledge. 

In such experiences we seem for the time being to have ‘risen 
clear above ’ all forms of discursive knowledge ; to have transcended 
whatever of division, and of process — ^perception, for example, and 
judgement or inference — ^involves ; and to have become (so to speak) 
the mere channel through which the fact reveals itself, the glass 
in which it shows and sees itself as truth. 

Thus, there are occasions when, for example, the scientific 
observer, owing to the very intentness of his study, ‘loses himself’ 
(becomes buried and absorbed) in the contemplation of the facts. 

He is no longer aware (on the one hand) of himself and (on the 
other) of an object opposed to, and correlated with, his subjective 
faculties or acts. These, and all other explicit distinctions and 
relations, are submerged in an experience which is indivisibly one 
and whole. The experience is whole and tmdivided, and so far, 
perhaps, 'genuinely immediate’; yet not because (like the flood 
of agony or rapture) it is too undeveloped and inarticulate to 
contain any distinctions and relations, but because (on the con- 
trary) it ‘overrides’ (i.e. includes and, in including, consummates) 
them. Or, again, there are occasions when, a fter a thinker has 
wrestled long with some baflSing problem, or has struggled link 
by b’rik along some difficult chain of reasoning, the completely 
reasoned solution — ^the ‘whole truth of the matter’ — ^s eems sud- 
denly to flood and possess, to ifradiat’e his mind. In such an 
^p g r i eucg rTS is-^r seems to himselt to be — ^not judging or 
reasoning, but yet knowinp ^ with supreme and absolute certainty . 
The expe rience — ^he would probably say, if asked subsequ^tly to 
descnbe it^is no t discursive, but intuitive ; not thinking but 
seeing; not a pie^-meal discovery or disclosure, but a sudden 
grasp or vision, a sudden revelation, of the truth. It is a 'grasp ’ — 
he might add— such that the mind, which grasps, is and ‘feels’ 
itself one with what it grasps; a ‘vision’ such that nothing, no 
psyrt of the total experience, remains opaque or unseen. ‘ Vision ’, 
indeed, and ‘ grasp are metaphors obviously imperfect. For the 
experience as a whole (mclutog that which grasps or sees) is 
‘grasped’ or ‘seen’. It is less misleading, perhaps, to say of it 
simply th at it is the truth become ‘self-luminous’ — apprehending, || 
and apprehSided by, itselt'.^^ 

The experiences I have been attempting to describe occur, I am 
persuaded, beyond question in human life. The flnite knower, at 
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times and for a time, achieves and enjoys (or, rather, is overtaken 
and absorbed by) states, in which there is for him neither division 
and relation between the knowing and the known, nor any piece- 
meal construction of the truth which yet fills and illuminates his 
mind. In the sphere of knowledge, as well as in that of art and in 
religion, the finite subject may, at times and for a time, lose and 
find himself in an experience which we can best describe in 
Bradley’s phrase as ‘an immediate imity of one and many at a 
higher remove’.* 

It may be that in insisting upon the occurrence of such states — 
such immediate cognizant experiences richer, and not poorer, than 
the predominantly discursive or mediate forms of knowledge they 
override, I am unduly influenced by my philosophical upbringing, 
by the consensus (as it seems to me) of Plato and Aristotle and 
Spinoza. For the two. last certainly, and perhaps also Plato, find 
the goal and consummation of knowledge in the kind of state I 
have in mind — ^viz. i n an intuition or conceptual vision above the 
opposition of experiencing and experienced (of see-er and seen, of 
knovinng and knoW), and enriched by the gradual seeking and_ 
emergence of the truth (the dialectic process, the discursive move-* 
ment) which yet it overrides.® 

But assuming, whether rightly or wrongly, that there occur in 
human life states ‘immediate’ in the sense described, and cogni- 
zant or continuous with knowledge, there are four grounds for 
doubting whether they need be further considered in the present 

* Cf. JEssays on Truth and Reality ^ p. 231 1 * And an immediate unity 

of one and many* [= ‘the immediate unity which comes in feeling*, but] *at a. 
higher mnove is the ultimate goal of our knowledge and of every endeavour, 3 

* For^giey cf , , e.g. , Phaedo 79 d : Republic 490 a-b. But, even in these and RiTni1 fl.r 
passages, Plato's language, in regard to the supreme grade of knowledge 

or voTjoLs) perhaps rather a kinship and a marriage, than a relationle ss 

i^ait 5 Ugf_i^ Soul^ OT inteiHgence) ^hdrfciLe for ms roFintelJigibie reality) ! is 

doubtful whether, on his view, the dialectic process (or the movement of reasoning) 
is ever merged — even in deuipia — ^in a total and unbroken vision, or self-manifesta- 
tion, of truth. As to Aristotle, see above. Study I, pp. 23-7 ; cf.*- what he says of 
the vorjms (= vovs actual or in act) in which the intelligence * makes contact with',] 
and so becomes continuous with, and is, the intelligible fact it conceives or knows* 
(e.g. De Anima J*. 4 ff. ; Metaph. 0 10, A 7 and 9) ; or again his repeated insistence 
that knowledge living and actual is identical with that which therein is being 
knowm (e.g. De Anima 430* 4, ^ yap imariijfrr] ^ decoprjri/c^ Aral r6 owoo^^tarrjrov t 6 
avro iartv. So also 430* 20: and cf. Metaph. 1072^ 20—22, 1075* i^^).^PinaUy, for 
Spinoza s conception of Scientia Intuitiva — the third or highest kind of knowledge, 
the tedium cognitionis genus, in which our mind is eiem a J mode ofGod's 
--^yjjhing^ , our knowledge ' a part of, God's comnlete knowledge of himself' — cf, 
Etm^^ V. 22—40 [and my Study of Spinoza’s tStT atP i 3^5—^] 
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Study. First, a state of this kind comes (if it comes at al) ex 
hypofhesi as the result and culmination of discursive knowledge. 
It is, therefore, not a daiwm on which judgement or inference is 
founded, but on the contrary a complete fulfilment, of which 
discursive thinking is at the least a necessary pre-condition, in 
which perhaps it is a surviving factor or ‘ within which ’ — ^to borrow 
a suggestive metaphor from Aquinas — ^it is a ‘passage’.* Secondly, 
if it is true to say of such a state that, in it, the finite subject is 
absorbed and lost, it is no less true to say that, in it, the finite 
subject has, for the first time, fully found and realized itself. For 
while on the lower (the explicitly discursive) level it was but one 
partial factor set over against another part within the whole 
experience, it is in this state one with, and yet also the owner of, 
the whole. Clearly, then, the state is not utterly immediate, not 
like the extreme of agony or of rapture. In some sense it admits 
and demands the analysis into cognitum and cognoscens. Thirdly, 
if, in such a state, knowledge is in one sense consummated; if, 
while it lasts, it is assurance absolute and entire — ^yet, while it 
lasts, the absence of doubt is also an absence of reasoning, and 
this ‘consummation of knowledge’ is fro tanto indistinguishable 
from the ungrounded feeling of certainty* which is faith. And, 
finally, there seems to be no difference in principle between such 
a state and a kind of experience — ^viz. the supposed ‘intellectual 
perception of an implication’ — ^which has been considered more 
than enough already.* The only difference, so far as I can see, is 
a difference of extent or degree. In the supposed ‘intellectual 
perception ’, a single nexus between imflicans and imflicaUm has 
acquired, for a time and under the appropriate conditions, a 
semblance of self-evidence and self-support ; and m the states, of 
which I have now been speaking, a whole tissue or web of reasoning 
(or a mass of detail within a field of observation) has, for a time 
and for the practised thinker (or observer), collapsed — become 
concentrated, crystallized, focused, in a larger and more glorious 
‘ conceptual intuition ’ or ‘ intellectual perception ’ ; in an experience 
which is (or seems to him, while it lasts, to be) ‘the whole truth of 
the matter’ or ‘the fact itself’ filling and illuminating his mind. 

^ Cf. perhaps Aquinas, S. Th., 2®, q. loi (quoted by Laird, The Idea of the Sotd» 
pp. 16-17) : ' In angelic intellect there is a certain succession of intelligence though, 
not, indeed, a movement, for it is not development from potency to fulfilment, 
but a passage within complete fulfilment.* 

* Cf. above, p. 66, on 'Feeling* in the sense of an ungrounded intellectual 
assurance. ® Cf. above, pp. 162-8. 
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There axe, then, to summarize the result of this hurried survey, 
no forms of knowledge, to which the analysis into a cognitum and 
a cognoscens is ‘utterly inapphcahle’.^ For the immensities of 
agony and rapture, which might be quoted as experiences devoid 
of all distinctions and relations, as ‘immediate’ absolutely and 
without reserve, are, precisely on that account, devoid also of all 
trace of cognizance — ^not states or forms of knowledge at all. And 
if, on the other hand, the seeker after truth finds the consumma- 
tion of his quest in a state seemingly above the distinctions and 
relations that characterized all the stages of the search it pre- 
supposes and overrides, neither the immediacy of such a state, nor 
its claim to rank as knowledge, can be admitted without reserve. 

* Cf. above, p. 172. 
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WHAT IS IT THAT IS TRUE OR FALSE? WHEREIN 
DOES ITS TRUTH OR FALSITY CONSIST? 

§12 

I . At the beginning of these Studies, it will be remembered, a rather 
clumsy periphrasis was used to designate the subject-matter of 
logic — its subject-matter in its entirety or as a whole. Logic was 
described (in a ‘formula of orientation’) as ‘the philosophical 
analysis of knowledge-or-truth’.i Certain obvious objections to 
this designation were pointed out.* To couple knowledge with 
truth in this manner conflicts with the meanings usually given to 
the terms in the language of everyday Hfe; conflicts also with the 
more technical employment of them in most of the current treatises 
on logic. Knowledge is true ; unless it were true, it would not be 
knowledge.* But many people would hesitate to identify it with 
truth.+ Truth, they would say, is ‘the aim and gpal’ of knowledge; 
or (perhaps) its ‘object’ ; or truth is reality in so far as it is known, 
in so far as there is knowledge of it. Again, if there is such a thing 
as a total subject-matter of logic, neither knowledge, nor truth, 
nor both taken together, seem wide enough to cover it. For (both 
in ordinary usage and in the technical language of the logician) 
Knowledge is contrasted with Error, and Truth (or the True) with 
Falsity (or the False). Yet, by the general agreement of writers 
on logic, and by my own admission,* Error-or-Falsity falls within 
its subject-matter. 

My object in the present Study is to remove these apparent 
objections to the acceptance of the position (in regard to know- 
ledge and truth, knowledge and error, and truth and falsity) 
which my conception of logic implied. By the criticism and rejec- 
tion of some generally accepted theories, and by the development 
of a well-known doctrine, I hope to show that the only adequate 
answers to the questions ‘'\^^at is true or false’ and ‘What 
constitutes its truth or falsity’ support — ^instead of conflicting 

‘ Cf. study I. § I, § 3. * Cf. 'study II, § 5. 

^ Cf. study I, pp. 25-7. 

^ Cf„ however. Cook Wilson, Statement and Inference, vol. i, p. 314: * Truth*, 
he says, *is nothing but the apprehension of reality’; and, if I understand him 
rightly, precisely the same must be said of knowledge. 

® Cf. Study I, p. 21, n, i. 
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with — the account of logic and its subject-matter which was 
sketched at the beginning of these Studies. 

2. -What is it thai is trm or false? To’ this question there is a 
verbal answer we have all been taught to give. 'It is always a 
judgement, or a proposition,* that is true or false. Every judge- 
ment must be, and only a judgement can be, true or false. The 
proper subject of these predicates — ^i.e., on a strict analysis, their 
only subject — ^is a judgement.’ 

Statements to this effect are made by aU, or nearly aU, philoso- 
phers and logicians. I quote a few at random. ‘ Truth ’, Locke says,* , 
‘properly belongs only to propositions.’ ‘Failsity’, we are told 
by Descartes,* ‘in the proper sense — ^i.e. formal [= actual] falsity 
— ^is only to be found in judgements.’ Or again, as Kant expresses 
it'*: 'The opposite of truth is falsity which, in so far as it is taken 
for truth, is called “Error”. Hence an erroneous judgement— /or’ 
error, as well is truth, is only in the judgement — is one which confuses 
the illusory appearance \Schein\ of truth with truth itself.’ Or — ta 
quote from two modem works on logic — 'Every judgement makes 
an assertion, which must be either true or fedse. . . . This capacity 
of truth or falsehood is the peculiar distinction of judgement ...’;* 
and 'Truth and falsehood are coextensive with judgement.’® 

The answer is familiar, but tells us nothing. For if, broadly 
speaking, all philosophers and logicians agree in making it, their 
agreement is no more than verbal. They agree (broadly speaking) 
as to the name, but (for the most part) differ profoundly as to the 
nature, of that which is trae or false. In short, the value of the 
answer depends entirely upon what those who give it mean by a 
‘judgement ’. 

Now it seems possible and sufficient for our present purpose to 
characterize in outline and to examine three typical positions 
within pne or the other of which the most generally accepted of 
the current theories may fairly be said to fall — ^to which they 

conform in principle, or so far as their general trend alone is 

emphasized. 

According to the first of these general or tjrpical positions,’ 

* Using the two terms (wittiout prejudice) as s3monymous, to cover any af6nna- 
tion or negation. 

^ Essay, iv. 5, § 2. ^ Medit. Ill, vii, p. 43 and cf. p. 37. 

^ Logik, ix. 53. 5 Joseph, Introduction to Logic^, p. 160. 

® Bosanquet, Logic^, vol. i, p. 67. 

’ This and the two following descriptions are purely provisional. They will be 
more fully explained later, and greatly modified by the explanation. 



WHEREIN DOES ITS TRUTH OR FALSITY CONSIST? i8i 

judgement is an activity of synthesis, performedby the finite subject 
upon his ‘ideas’ (upon, for example, his sensations and thoughts), 
and issuing in a complex or compound ‘idea’ — a combination of 
thought with thought, or of thought with sensation. This position 
I shall call (for convenience) " Subjective ; and to it there belongs the 
view that truth and falsity, knowledge and error, consist respec- 
tively in the agreement and ^a.greement of ‘ideas’ with ‘facts’, 
of ‘thought’ with ‘reality’. 

According to the second of these typical positions— which, again 
for convenience and without further explanation at present, I shall 
call Objective — ^the judgement proper is independent of any 
psychical process or activity, any act or attitude of a finite mind. 
No doubt, in speaking of a judgement, we usually mean by the 
term an ‘item of knowledge' or an ‘error’ ; i.e. a complex content, 
a connexion of significant elements, which is actually asserted or 
believed. We use the term loosely to include, besides the proposi- 
tion (besides the judgement in its proper logical character), a 
psychical attitude or act — a beheving or asserting, of which the 
proposition happens, for the time, to have become the object. 
But the judgement considered logically ; the judgement on a strict 
analysis ; taken precisely as that which is true or false — ^in a word, 
the proposition — ^must be disengaged from, stripped of, ever37thing 
psychical or psychological. So purified, and taken strictly in its 
logical character, it is a complex entity — ^two simple or simpler 
elements (terms, concepts, qualities, or whatever its constituents 
should be called) holding together by a relation (positive or 
negative) . No doubt, the complex entity, which is a proposition, is 
such as to be asserted or believed — i.e. such that it may become the 
object of the believing or asserting of a mind or minds. But this 
is, so to speak, a capacity extrinsic to its proper nature. Considered 
strictly, and as such, the proposition is a seh-subsistent, and there- 
fore timeless, nexus of elements ; and, in this self-subsistence, is 
eo ipso true or false;’ According to this position, then, propositions 
are complex entities, independent of the mind; and their being 
is a timeless subsistence which is truth or falsity. ' Every proposition 
is, as such, either an eternal truth or an eternal falsity.- 

According to the third position — ^which, again for convenience 
and without at present offering any explanation of the epithet, 
I shall caH Xdeali^ — ^judgement is neither a S 3 mthesis of ideas, nor 
yet a self-subsistent nexus such as may be asserted or believed, 
* The reason of the epithet will become plain later: cf. below, p. 242. 
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but a s3nithesis .of fact with idea. Or rather, it is the ideal expansion 
of a fact — ^i.e. the self-development of a fact in the medium of the 
Discursus (the .Synthetic-Analysis) which is thought, and there- 
fore through the co-operative activity of a thinking mind or minds. 
Every judgement (to express it roughly, and at the risk of being 
misunderstood) is a phase in the total self-development — in the 
infinite self-analysis and self-synthesis, in the infinite dialectic — 
in (and as) which reality takes intelligible shape and manifests 
itself as knowledge-or-truth. 

To this position there belongs the view that ‘ Truth is the Whole ’ 
— the self-fulfilling dialectic which alone deserves the name of 
‘knowledge’. Because the Whole is immanent in, and requires, 
each and every one of its constituent phases, every judgement is 
(in some degree) true — ^but also, being no more than a phase, in 
some degree false. Truth is the Whole; and tjje Whole in its 
wholeness is absolutely true, i.e. true-not-false. But no judgement 
is ever true-not-false or false-not-true, i.e. ever absolutely true or 
absolutely false ; every judgement is always true and false at once, 
i.e. both relatively, or in some degree. For the Whole — the self- 
fulfilling development — ^is present in each of its constituent phases, 
i.e. in every judgement ; but in each phase it is present (not in its 
wholeness and wholly, but) partially and in a limited (and varying) 
degree. 


§ 13. (. 4 ) Subjective Position 

I. Every judgement is true or false. It is a cognizant experience — 
an experience in which we endeavour (sometimes with succes^ to 
know, or to increase our knowledge of, the facts. But, ^ an 
experience, a judgement is itself a fact — a psychical fact, or fact 
of mind! Nobody doubts that in some sense a judgement is some- 
thing the individual thinker ‘passes’ or ‘makes’. And it is 
characteristic of the first (‘subjective’) position to seize upon this 
side of the matter, to subordinate to it all else — and thus to 
exaggerate and misinterpret the part played in judgement by the 
finite subject. Any theory of the judgement, which regards it 
only — or at least fundamentally and in essence — as a complex 
fact of mind, as a psychical product made out of psychical con- 
stituents by the psychical activity of a finite judging subject, 
conforms in principle to the first (subjective) position. 

A judgement, then, is something the individual thinker makes. 
The materials, out of which he makes it — or the constituents he 
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combines to form it — are psychical (not physical). They are his 
‘ideas’— sensations, for example, memories, thoughts, he ‘has in 
mind’ ; with which (in Locke’s metaphor),* his mind is ‘ furnished’ ; 
which are ‘in’, bound up with, his present conscious state. His 
making is his activity of thinking— the exercise of a faculty of 
thought, a power of synthesis or analysis, inherent in his 
It is a combining or a separating in thought, of thoughts (or ‘ideas’), 
hy thinking" And the result of his making— i.e. the judgement itself, 
that which is true or false— is a psychical (or ‘ideal’) product. 
It is a complex or compound ‘idea’, composed of simple (or 
simpler) ‘ideas’.'. 

But the psychical product, which is a judgement, differs (as we 
know) from all other facts of mind— from, for example, an emotion 
or a volition, from an imagination, a prayer, or an interrogation — 
by its distinctive function or property, which is part of its nominal 
definition ; viz. that it alone can be, and must be, true or false. 
To make a judgement is to combine ‘ideas’ — ^but to combine them 
so, that my judgement is an assertion (in ultimate analysis, an 
inner or tacit assertion, i.e. an ‘opinion’ or ‘belief’) about the 
facts. And this distinctive property of the judgement depends upon 
the special nature of its constituents and the special mode in 
which they are combined. For {a) the ‘ideas’ which are its con- 
stituents — ^the sensations, memories, thoughts, which I ‘put 
together’ when I judge — represent (‘are like’, for example, or 
‘signify’ or ‘symbolize’) elements or characters of the real world 
(the world ‘without’, and independent of, my mind — ^the world 
which, by judging, I hope more fuUy to know). 

And (6) if I am to make a judgement, I must ‘combioe’ two 
ideas by predicating (affirming or denying) one of the other; and 
this is only possible if they ‘represent’ elements capable of con- 
stituting a genuine unity in the world of fact. The ‘ idea ’, which in 
my thought — ^m the ideal synthesis which constitutes the judge- 
ment — ^is ‘subject’, must represent — ^to take the commonest and 
simplest example — ^a substantial element or substance; and the 
‘idea’, which m my thought (in the s5mthesis which constitutes 
my judgement) .is ‘predicate’, must represent an adjectival 
elipment — an action (say) or passion, a quality or modification, of a 
substance. Hence, though the process of judgiug is an activity 
in (and of) the mind; though the combiaing (or separating) is 
‘ideal’ and not ‘real’, an arranging in thought and of ideas, not a 
* Cf. Essay, ii. i, § 2 ; above, Stady 11 , pp. 111 fi. 
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development in reality and of the fact — ^yet the product, i.e. the 
complex fact or state of mind which is the judgement, may (and, 
when it is true, actually does) ‘agree with', ‘represent', ‘corre- 
spond', or ‘conform' to, a single (but complex) fact or reality 
‘without’ the mind; i.e. other than, and independent of, the 
judging mind at least, if not also other than, and independent of, 
each and every mind. 

2. ‘ What theory of the judgement,’ I may be asked, ‘ “ conforms 
in principle ” to a position so crude and confused ? It is often said, 
no doubt, and supposed, that nothing in the end is true or false 
but a state or attitude of mind, an “ opinion ” or “ belief ’ ’ — z. mental 
affirmation or negation which, if expressed in words, would be the 
assertion that S is (or is not) P. And it is often said, no doubt, that 
its truth or falsity is its agreement or disagreement with a matter 
of fact — a, real something, actually possessing or not-possessing 
a real property. But all this is no more than the loose language 
and loose thinking of unreflecting people.’ 

On the contrary I venture to think that the position I have 
sketched, in spite of its crudities and confusions, underlies more 
than one well-known theory of the judgement and of the truth and 
falsity which belong to it. And I try to support this assertion 
by a brief consideration of Aristotle’s account of amo^vins (the 
Aoyo? dm^ayrt.Kos) and Locke’s account of the proposition. For 
both these theories (though neither of them is entirely consistent 
with itself, and though in many respects they differ greatly from 
one another) agree that to judge is (fundamentally and in essence) 
to combine ideally psychic^ (or ideal) elements ; that a judgement 
is a complex or compound ‘fact of mind’, which is true or false 
owing to the representative character of its constituents and the 
mode of their combination; and that truth or falsity consists 
therefore in an ‘ extrinsic relation ’, in a relation of ‘ correspondence j 
or ‘(hscord^ce’ between facts in some sense ‘within’, and facts I 
in some sense ‘without’, the judging iiaind. 

(i) Aristotle’s account of anoijxwais {De Interpr. i-vi). In the 
account Aristotle gives in the De Interpr. of the ‘assertion’ which 
is true or false, he is elaborating and modifying a doctrine which 
Plato had suggested in the Sophist.^ And in order to tmderstand 
Aristotle’s theory, it will be best to begin with the simpler form of 
it which Plato there puts forward. As Plato there explains, speech 
(Aoyos) is simply thought (Stovota) expressed in language; the only 

' 259 Eff. 
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difference is that ‘thought is the conversation of the soul with itself 
taking place without voice, while speech is the vocal stream issuing 
from the soul through the lips’.' The elements of speech, therefore 
(the words or terms, at any rate the nouns and verbs), are at the 
same time elements of thought, or units of meaning. Every term 
therefore shares the general character of thought — a character 
which Plato takes for granted — ^in that it ‘reveals’, ‘signifies’, ‘is 
a sign of’, some real thing or fact. And, as Plato insists,® there is 
a close parallelism between terms (to. (jxovrjs cnjjaeta) on the one 
hand and facts (rd 'n-payfiara) on the other; for just as some facts 
combine and fit together to form a single-yet-complex fact (a fact 
of a higher order) while others refuse, so some terms combine and 
fit together (whale others will not) to form a Aoyos — ^i.e. a single yet 
complex significant utterance, a unit of speech of a higher order. 

For terms — ^the elements of significant speech — ^fall into two 
groups ; viz. those which signify (which mean and name) actions or 
inactivities {verbs: e.g. ‘runs’, ‘walks’, ‘sleeps’), and those which 
signify (which mean and name) agents or patients {nouns: e.g. 
‘lion’, ‘stag’, ‘horse’, ‘Theaetetus’). Now if the speaker ‘mixes’ 
or ‘weaves together’ a verb and a noim {not two nouns or two 
verbs), the two units of significant utterance ‘fit’ and constitute 
the ‘first’, or smallest and most rudimentary, ‘combination’ or 
‘ compound ’:3 a single-yet-complex significant utterance which is 
cafied a Xoyos (a ‘statement’ or ‘proposition’). For, in thus weav- 
ing together a noun and a verb, the speaker is not merely naming 
an agent and an action, but ‘putting them together’ ; he is ‘com- 
pleting’ something, bringing about some sort of conclusion, saying 
something which throws hght upon the actual (past, present, or 
future) state of things.* 

To this account Plato makes what he calls a ‘ slight ’ addition — 
but in reality the new point, to which he calls attention, is of 
fundamental importance. ‘ Every Xoyos ’, he says,® ‘ must be some- 
thing’s (or somebody’s) Xoyos’ {Xoyov dvayKcuov . . . nvos elvat Xoyov) 
and its being true or false is directly connected with this character- 

^ I quote Burnet's translation of Soph. 263 e: of. also Theaet. 189 e ff.» 206 n, 

* 262 D ff. 

^ Cf . 262 C : Tore 8’ ijpfjLoaiv re /cat Xoyos iyivero €v$vs ir/wSnjf avfjLTrXotajf oxcBov raiv 
XoyoiV 6 irpoiros re teal erfu/eporaros. And cl 262 D: r<p rrX^fiari rovr<p to ovopM 
eif>Bery^ 6 .fieBa Xoyov. 

^ Cf . Soph. 262 D : BTjAot yap ttov rore irepl rcov ovrosv ^ ytyvop,iv(ov ^ yeyovormv 

fteAAovTcuF, Kal ovk owfta^et ptovov aXXd rt, Trepotm, ovpmXeKOiv rd ^ptara rots ovopxLcri. 

s 262 E 5. 
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istic. For, as he goes on to explain, every Adyo? is ‘ of ’, i.e. ‘ about ’, 
the thing (viz. the agent or patient) which is signified by its noun ; 
and, in being ‘about’ it, it is descriptive of it — ^belongs to it, as 
iis description. Thus if I say ‘Theaetetus is sitting’, I am ‘putting 
together a thing’ (a patient) ‘and an action’ (or inactivity) ‘by the 
help of a noun and a verb ’,* and the result is a significant statement 
about Theaetetus which at the same time is — or is intended to be 
— a. description or definition of his present state. And it is ‘ true ’ 
or ‘false’ according as it is a correct or incorrect description of a 
complex fact — viz. of Theaetetus-in-his-actual-state-of-action-or- 
inactivity. 

The ‘combination of norm and verb’, which is a ‘Adyos’ in the 
sense of a ‘judgement’, is thus connected with the oujiwtAok^ 
ovo/xaruv (the weaving-together of nouns, each the name of a simple 
element of reality) which Plato identifies in the Theaetetus with a 
‘Adyo?’ in the sense of a definition or descriptive formula.^ The 
connexion thus indicated between the Adyo? which is a ‘descriptive 
judgement’ and the Adyo? which is a ‘descriptive formula’ or 
definition is plain enough. Suppose, for example, a complex thing 
with many constituent parts — ^say, a wagon.^ The Adyo?, which 
‘puts together’ the names of its constituents, is a definition (i.e. a 
descriptive formula) of the whole — ^an enumeration of its parts. 
Similarly, every true judgement about Theaetetus, which affirms 
of him one of his ‘actions’ or ‘inactions’, is — so far as it goes — 
descriptive of him. What Theaetetus is would be expressed — 
Theaetetus would be defined — ^in the totality of true Adyw, such 
that in each of them Theaetetus was the logical subject and one 
of his characteristics the predicate. But in the Sophist Plato’s 
primary concern is to bring out the difference — ^to distinguish the 

* Cf. 262 £ 12: . . . awdels mrpayfia npa^ei 8 c* ovoparos koX p'qparos. 

* Cf. Theaei, 201 j> ff, — 3. passage, of wMch no doubt Plato's account in the 
Sophist is intended to re mi nd the reader. According to the theory which is 
developed in the Theaetetus — theory introduced as one *of which Socrates has a 
hazy recollection which he ‘seems to have heard in a dream' — ^there are certain 
elements, certain primary unanalysable constituents, of which we ourselves, and 
everjrthing else in the universe, are compounded. These simple reals, these ‘ letters 
of the alphabet of reality’ {ra irpC^a olovTrcpel crrocx€La), can only be ‘perceived', 
immediately apprehended, known by ‘acquaintance' (they are aladrird). Since 
they are simple (without parts, unanalysable), it is impossible to describe or define 
them. They can only be ‘ named ', not elucidated by any rational procedure. They 
are ayvcacra, aXoya : cannot be stated or set out in a Aoyoy. For it is the very essence 
of a Aoyos* to be a arvprrXoiai ovopdrcav — ^and therefore no simple real, but only a com- 
plex of two or more reals, can possess a Aoyoff. 

^ Cf. Theaet. 207 a. 
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avimXoicq of a noun and verb, which is a judgement, from the 
(TviMTTXoicj ovofidrcov which is a definition. And here, as we have seen, 
he tells us only that, if I judge, I am not merely naming, but 
‘completing’ something — ^‘bringing the matter to a conclusion’. 
What he means, however, comes out more clearly in a later 
passage.* In Aoyot (i.e. judgements), he says, there is a familiar 
distinction between affirmations and negations. Now — since Xoyos 
is simply spoken Swxvota — we must recognize an analogous distinc- 
tion in thought, i.e. in the silent conversation which the soul carries 
on with itself (in his tl>v)(^s StoAoyos irpos iavn^). These silent 
analogues of the affirmative and negative 'statements’ (or Xoyoi) 
are (Plato says) what are called Sd^ai — ^i.e. opinions, beliefs. And 
he identifies S6i<u with conclusions terminating the irmer con- 
versation or discussion.* Thus the distinctive function, the 
differentia, of the Adyo?, which is a judgement (and not a mere 
description), is — so apparently Plato means — to terminate a process 
of doubt or debate, to bring an argument (an argument within the 
soul) to a conclusion. 

It is no doubt with this passage of the Sophist in his mind that 
Aristotle formulates his own account of the Adyos dncxfxun-iKos (the 
assertion which is true or false, i.e. the proposition or judgement) in 
the De Inierpretatione.^ In making that account more definite and 
systematic, he introduces certain modifications which can hardly 
be regarded as improvements. Thus, Plato (as we saw) was content 
to say simply that thought, whether it goes on silently in the soul 
or is ‘imprinted on’ (or ‘mirrored m’) the stream of articulate 
sound issuing through the lips,'* ‘reveals’, ‘means’, ‘signifies , 
elements of the real world, or real complexes which those elements 
combine to form. But in Aristotle’s more elaborate (and more 
questionable) version, speech draws apart from, and is (not one 

“ 263E-264B. * 264 B I. ^ 

3 In -what follows, I sliall be summarizing the account of anojxams -which 
Aristotle gives in the Interpr., assumes in the Categories, and never explicitly 
modifies or withdraws. As a theory of the judgement, the account is ob'viously in 
many respects inadequate ; it fidls even to recognize (to say nothing of solving) 
difficul'Ues connected with the subject which Aristotle himself draws attention to, 
and discusses, elsewhere (e.g. in the De Aniwa, Post. Anal., Meiaph^. But I am 
not now concerned with the historical question what Aristotle s mature and 
considered theory of the judgement may have been, or how he would have modified 
the somewhat crude and primitive doctrine of the De Interpr., if he had returned 
to the subject at a later stage of his philosophical development. For my present 
purpose, it is enough to show that the doctrine, which Aristotle in fact puts 
forward in the De Interpr., exemplifies the ' subjective position ’ we are to consider. 

♦ Cf. Theaef. 206 d. 
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with, but) related to, the thought which it expresses or utters ; and 
thought ‘reveals’ fact by resembling it. Articulate utterances, 
Aristotle says,^ to. & (fxx)vfj (spoken words, phrases, sentences), 
are s3unbols or signs (vu/ijSoAa, crrjfieta) of what goes on in the soul, 
of psychical states and changes (rd iu rij ifwxS Tra^ijjitaTa, 'rra.Qiqiw.ra 
Tqs tjfvx^s) . What I say, therefore, s3nnboiizes a happening in, and of , 
my soul ; expresses or ‘interprets ’, for example, my present feeling, 
emotion, sensation, thought. If you hear me, my utterance will 
be to you a ‘ sign ’, for example, of a sensation {oXaBrnw) or thought 
{voT^fjux) which I am now experiencing; and will provoke in your 
soul a corresponding ■jidSyjfM. If, for example, I say ‘horse’, you 
win recognize that the thought of a horse is ‘ in ’ my mind^and the 
thought of a horse will 'occur in’ your mind. Only, however, under 
certain conditions. A language is a system of S3unbols or signs ; its 
articulate sounds express and evoke determinate psychical states 
and changes. But the connexion between these S3unbols or signs 
and the symbolized or signified is not ‘natural’, but artificial or 
‘conventional’;^ hence it is not ‘universal’, but holds and is 
recognized only within a limited time and area. Every articulate 
utterance, then, is for those who understand the language to which it 
belongs the sign of a determinate psychical state or change. 

Now the changes or states winch occiu: in a soul — at any rate 
those of which Aristotle is here primarily speaking, viz. thoughts, 
memories, imaginations, sensations, &c. — axe (so he ^serts) [like- 
nesses ’ (dfwtwficiTa) of the ‘facts ’ (raTTpayfiara) ^And since there is one, 
and only one, set of facts— one, and only one, reality — ^the 'thoughts’ 
or other psychical states, in which they are mirrored or copied 
(which are ‘likenesses’ of them), are identical in whatever soul 
they occur.^ Hence, articulate utterances, no matter to what 
language they belong, ‘symbolize’ thoughts (or other psychical 
states) which are the same for aU men, in that they are ‘likenesses’ 
of the same (i.e. the only) facts. We can therefore neglect, or 
abstract from, the idiosyncrasies of the different languages, and 
regard the whole sphere of articulate utterance (aU that is spoken ; 
TO ^ rg ifxav^ = TO Aeyo/zcva, Cofeg. I* i 6 ) as a single system of S3m- 
bols. Each symbol si^iifies immediately a determinate psychical 
state, the same in all the souls in which it may occur ; and signifies 

’ D« IrOerpr. i6* 4 S. 

^ Kara arwdi^KTjv: cl e.g. l6* 19-27, 17* 1—2. 

^ So at least Aristotle says, De Inteypr. 16* 6—7 ; though one would suppose that 
the thoughts in the difierent souls are more or less like iheir originals — ^i.e. have an 
ideiiiical reference but are not necessarily themselves * identical*. 
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mediately (i.e. through the uniquely determinate psychical state) 
a determinate fact — one of the facts which constitute the Real 
World.* 

Still following in the lines of Plato’s sketch in the Sophist, 
Aristotle proceeds to distinguish, within the sphere of significant 
sound or speech, {a) unit-utterances {(fxiaeis), (6) complex or com- 
pound utterances (Aoyot) and, as one species of the latter, (c) asser- 
tions that are true or false, propositions or judgements (Aoyo? 
a7TO(j)avrt,K6s, Kardxfiams and airopaais). 

{a) A <l>dais or unit-utterance S3mibolizes (expresses and evokes) 
a single (incomposite and indivisible) thought, and through it 
‘names’ (designates) a single (incomposite) fact or element of fact. 
The unit-utterance is, so to say, an atomic element of speech 
conveying an atomic element of meaning; it is significant as a 
whole, but no part of it is significant by itself. If I say, for example, 
‘ Churchill ’, ‘man’, ‘white’, ‘to cut’, each of these ‘expressions’ 
is a pdats- No doubt ‘Churchill’ is a composite noun, and each 
of its component syllables might be uttered separately; so uttered, 
each would be a unit-utterance conveying its own unit-meaning. 
But when I say ‘ChurchiU’, the meanings, which ‘Church’ and 
‘Hill’ would have if they were spoken separately, form no part 
of the meaning of my utterance. No doubt, also, ‘Churchill’ as 
he exists in rerum natura is not incomposite ; he has many parts 
and attributes, &c. But stiU, if I say ‘Churchill’, my utterance. 


^ Cf . De Interpy. 1 6 * 3 *^E<m fikv rd ev pcav^ twv iv tq pv)(^ ^aBrnidrayv crdfi^Xa, 
Kal rd ypa^6iJL€va rdiv iv ifxtivfj. Kal wcTrep ovhk ypayLfiara Trdai rd avrd, ovBe tj><dvai ac 
avrat ' Sv fiivrot ravra CTjjxeLa Trpcorcas, radrd rraac vaSijfiaTa rijs pvyijs, Kal Sv rama 
ofioLc^piara, Trpdyptara § 817 ravrd. No attempt is made in the De Interpr. to explain or 
defend the assertion that the TraB'qp.ara rijs * likenesses " of the facts. In the 

next sentence (16* 8-9) the reader is referred to the De Anima for an account of 
the iradTjfMara rijs pvxtjs. But in the De Anima there is no express reference to this 
assumption — no repetition or discussion of the view that, for example, mudrijiara 
and vorqfiara are mental (psychical) * copies ’ of originals external to, and independent 
of, the mind (soul). In his treatment of perception and thought in the De Anima 
(as in the Metaph.) Aristotle works with the conception of a form which, qua 
informing a matter, is the reality of the thing or fact, and {qua present in the soul 
or mind) is the (adequate) perception or (true) thought thereof ; cf , above. Study I, 
pp. 25-7. Yet perhaps Aristotle would have said that an adequate perception or 
true thought is 'like* the fact, precisely because the same form is embodied in 
different matters — ^in psychical changes and in physical stuff? It is almost 
incredible to me that Aristotle could have written ilie De Interpy, after the De 
Anima. Hence Maier’s proposal (cf. Ross, A yistotle, p. 10), to transfer the reference 
from 16* 8-9 to i6» 13 and to take it as relating to De Anima iii. 6, does not appeal 
to me as a satisfactory solution. The reference, I should like to maintain, is a 
note added by a later editor or scribe. 
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taken strictly and precisely, names a single fact. The thought it 
sjnnbolizes is the ‘ thought of (according to Aristotle, the ‘ likeness ’ 
of) an individual qua single and incomposite. ^ 

It is clear that the class of unit-utterances includes all utter- 
ances, in which (as Plato expresses it)^ the speaker ‘does no more 
than name something’ {ovoiuiCei imvov). Hence every ‘term’ thus 
spoken might be called an wo/xa or ‘name’. Aristotle sometimes 
uses avo}ua. in this wide sense, applying it not only to a noun, or an 
adjective,^ but even to a verb"* so far as it merely names an ‘ action ’ 
or ‘inaction’.® But in defining wo/xa,® he restricts it to nouns;’ 
and in defining prjiia,^ he emphasizes a character which the verb 
possesses not when uttered in isolation, but only in the judgement, 
or only by suggesting the supplementation it would receive in a 
judgement — and so sharply distinguishes it from the wo/xa.® 

( 6 ) A complex or compound utterance (Aoyo?) unites within its 
single meaning — as parts contributing to the whole — ^the atomic 
meanings of two or more unit-utterances. Hence the ‘ thought ’ or 
‘state of soul’ {-n-dBrjiM ^fvxrjs), which a complex utterance 
expresses and evokes, is complex or compound. It is ‘ one ’, but 
its unity is the union of two or more ‘ thoughts ’ or psychical states. 
It is a whole, s5nnbolized by the Xoyos as a whole ; and it contains, 
as its parts, the atomic thoughts (the units of meaning) which are 
severally S3nnbohzed by the <f>daeis, i.e. the unit-utterances com- 
posing the Xoyos. And the fact {npdyiw ) , which a complex utterance 
reveals (or designates) by means of the complex thought it sym- 
bolizes — ^the real original, of which the complex thought (the 
Tinion of two or more imit-thoughts) is (or is intended to be) a 
‘likeness’ — ^is correspondingly complex, a whole of parts or some 
kind of union of two or more elements. 

(c) Now there are several varieties of Adyot or complex utter- 
ances, differing from one another in the kind of unity of the meaning 

* Aristotle calls these urdt-iitteraiices in contrast to "judgements' 

(a- 7 ro<f>dv(x€is» x.e. Karacjidaeis or diro^aact? : cf . De Inierpr, 17*17), thus modifying Plato's 
terminology (cf. Sophist. 263 e, where <t>daLs == Kard<f>ams). But he does not keep 
consistently to this use of <l>doLs as opposed to aTro^avais in his other works : cf . 
Bonitz, Index, s.v. 

* Sophist. 262 D. 

3 Cf. De Interpr. 16* 15. ■+ Cf. De Inierpr. 16** 19-21. 

s Cl Bywater, Aristotle on the Art of Poetry, p. 274. 

^ De Interpr., ch. 2. 

^ And even to nouns in the nominative case. But I must not get entangled in 
the minutiae of Aristotle's doctrine. Cl, on the whole subject. Bywater, l.c., 
pp. 275-6. 

® Verb: De Interpr., ch. 3. ’ Cl below, pp. 193-4. 
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they respectively convey (in the structure of the psychical state, 
the complex ‘thought’, they respectively symbolize), and differing 
therefore also in the kind of unity of the complex fact (the vpay/xa) 
of which that complex psychical state is a ‘likeness’.' And 
Aristotle proceeds to distinguish the special variety of complex 
utterance, with which he is concerned in the De Interpreiaiione, 
from all others — ^to distinguish the proposition or judgement, the 
Aoyo? oTTopcantKos, from, for example, the Xoyos which is a prayer* 
and the Xoyos which is a definition.^ 

The complex utterance which is a judgement, so Aristotle points 
out, differs from all other Aoyoi (and indeed from all other utter- 
ances) because it not only ‘means’ something or ‘is significant’ 
(is arjimvrtKos, cnjimiveL, &c.) but, taken as a whole, ‘declares’ being 
or not-being— ‘declares’ that something ‘is’ or ‘is not’— and 
therefore is (and must be) either true or false. So the ‘complex 
thought ’, or combmation-of-thoughts,-' which the Adyo? ampavriKos 
symbolizes — ^the state of mind it expresses and evokes — ^is distin- 
guished from all other ‘thoughts’ and psychical states (from all 
other 'traOiqfjLara Tfjs ^tiiyfis), because it not only is ‘a Ukeness of’ 
(and in that sense represents or presents) a fact, but is (or involves) 
a tacit declaration (an ‘ideal assertion’) or belief that the original 
it resembles is or is not fact, exists or does not exist in rerum 
naiura. From thi^ point of view, it is the state of mini, rather than 
the utterance (the spoken or written statement) that symbolizes 
it, which is (and must be) either true or false. AATiat distinguishes 
the Xoyos anopavriKos from all other Xoyoi — ^from, say, a definition 
or a prayer — ^is, strictly and in ultimate analysis, a characteristic 

^ Cf. Bywater, lx., pp. 270, 276-7. 

* €vx^: cf. De Interpr. 17* 4, 

3 Ib. 17* 1 1— 15. I do not know of any attempt in Aristotle*s works to cbaracter- 
ize the unity of the * thought* conveyed in a prayer, or the unity of the fact it 
'copies' — ^if it does copy any fact. But he carefully discusses the mode of unity 
which characterizes the definition and the definiendum. He maintains that the 
many 'terms' composing the definitory formula (the complex utterance, which is 
a definition or opiofios) convey a 'single' thought — ^viz. the thought of a genuinely 
single thing (substance or attribute). And he tries to show that the thing defined 
(at least when the thing defined is a substance) is genuinely one, though the 
definitory formula contains at least two terms and seems therefore to designate 
two (or more) distinct and separable elements. Cf. the elaborate treatment of 
optafxis (both of substances and of attributes) in Post. Anal. B (particularly 
93^ 29 fi.) ; and, for the unity of the definiendum which is a substance, cf. Met. 
Z 12 and H 6. 

^ Cf. De Anima 430* 26 fif. : ^ ots Sc koI to xfj^vhos kcu to dXrjSis, auvBeais rtr 1787 
vorjfidrcDV wcnrep €v ovtwv. 
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constitution and structure in the thought (the Sidvoia, the awdeaig 
voyfidrcov) expressed and evoked by this form of speech.^ 

Enough has been said already to show that Aristotle’s theory of 
the Aoyos wrTojxxvrLKos ‘conforms in principle’ to what I called the 
‘subjective position’. But (with a view to the criticism of the 
‘subjective position’ which I am presently to attempt) it will be as 
well to enter a httle further into the details of Aristotle’s account, 
so as to bring out more definitely the kind of being or not-being 
which (according to him) the judgement ‘ declares ’, and the sense 
in which the declaration must be either true or false.® 

It will be remembered that, in the Sophist,'^ Plato identifies the 
judgement with the ‘first’ or most rudimentary ‘combination of 
terms’ by whiph the speaker throws light upon the actual (past, 
present, or future) state of things. This npdtrr] avimhoicq — this fiurst 
and smallest of all complex unities or compounds in the sphere of 
significant speech — ^is a descriptive (narrative, historical) judge- 
ment in which an action or inaction is affirmed or denied of some 
individual agent or patient. Now Aristotle agrees substantially 
with Plato in treating the singular descriptive judgement as 
primary and fundamental; and as typical of all judgements. He 
seems to hold that aU judgements — ^i.e. all complex utterances, 
which declare being or not-being, eind so are either true or false — 
are derived from, or compounded out of, a combination of two 
unit-utterances, which he calls ‘the simple declaration’ (dvA^ 
d-jTopca^ais), and which, as he describes it, is in effect identical with 
the TTpwrq avpnXoKrj of the Sophist. And we must, I think, take 
it to be his view that the analysis he gives of the constituents and 
structure of this rudimentary dnopavms exhibits (so to say) the 
essence of all judgements. 

The simple declaration, then, consists of two pdaeis or unit- 
utterances only; and they are combined m one or the other of 
two alternative modes. By one pdcns — a. spoken noun — ^the 
speaker s3mibolizes the thought ‘of’ (‘resembling’) a substance; 
i.e. ‘names’ a substance, viz. (m ultimate analysis) an individual 
(thing, animal, or person) in rerum natura.* The other pdms must 

’ Cf., for -file above, De Interpr. i6* 9-18, 17* 3-5, 23* 32 ff. ; De Anima, 430* 
26 £E. Cf. also Metaph. E 4 and ® 10 on the 'true’ which is opposed to the ‘false’, 
and which is h> Siavoiif or Stavoias ri •naJdos. Cf. above. Study I, pp. 24—7. 

* Cf. (for what follows), in addition to De Interpr., chs. i— iv, the opening pages 
(i* 16-2'’ 6) of the Categories. 

^ Above, pp. 185-7. 

* The noun — ^dms — signifies the ‘subject’ [r&koB' o 5 Ka-n^optirax, to mroKeiiievov) 
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be a spoken verb; and by it the speaker symbolizes the thought 
‘of’ (‘resembling’) some action or passion or adjectival element of 
fact; i.e. names or designates something which is such as to 
‘belong to’ or ‘inhere in’ a substance. But this second (jidais, 
besides thus naming an adjectival element of fact (besides thus 
signaying what in the ordinary text-books of logic is called ‘the 
predicate'), has (or acquires), in so far as it is combined with the 
first to form a single (though complex) utterance, an additional 
si^ificance. For if I say, for example, ‘Kallias is running’ (or 
‘did not run’) the (inflected) verb not only names an action but, 
m addition, signifies its present attachment to (or past severance 
from) the substance, Kallias. It is precisely this additional signi- 
ficance of a dated nexus (of a past, present, or future attachment 
or severance) that characterizes the ‘ verbal ’ and distinguishes 

it from the unit-utterance which is a spoken noun.* 

What Aristotle calls the ‘simple declaration’, therefore, and 
treats as typical of all judgements, is a noun and a verb so spoken 
together as to form a complex utterance which, as a whole, affinns 
or denies that an adjectival element (B) was, is, or will be, united 
with (or severed from) a self-subsistent element or substance (A). 
I say ‘ affirms or denies '. For though Aristotle regards the affirma- 
tive judgement (the Kardpams) as more fundamental than, and 
prior to, the negative (the dmpaais), the ‘simple declaration’ may 
take either form (the form of an affirmative or negative statement) 
indiSerently. I am making 'a simple declaration’, in other words, 
whether I say ' A is B ’ or ‘ A is not-B ’ and so attribute B or not-B 
to A; or whether I say ‘A is^not B’ or ‘A is-not not-B’ and so 
remove B or not-B from A.* /And the simple declaration, whether 
\ it takes the form of an affirmative or negative statement, is (and 
must be) either true-not-false or false-not-true.'* For the affirmative 

of the judgement: and this (in ultimate analysis) is — ^in the language of the 
categories — a ovota* or — ^in Aristotle's more usual terminology — a *t 6 Z€ti* 

(= a designable substantial, self-subsistent, somewhat: ‘a placed and dated 
specimen of some definable and substantial nature or kind*, cf. A. Smith in 
Classical Review ^ vol. xxxv, p. 19). 

^ In Aristotle's terminology, the ‘predicate * (ro Karr}yopovfievov) covers all that is 
contributed by the second — ^i.e. by the inflected verb or by the attribute 

plus copula. In, for example, ‘Socrates is pale* or ‘Theaetetus ran*, ‘is-pale* or 
‘ ran * would be the ' predicates *. What is predicated of Socrates is a present-being- , 
pale, and what is predicated of Theaetetus is a past-act-of-running. 

^ Cf. the definition of pTjpia in De Interpr. 16^ 6-1 1. 

3 Cf. De Interpr. 17* 8-37; Post. Anal. 72* 11-14. 

^ i.e. true as opposed to a possible error, and false as contrasted with a possible 
truth: cf. above. Study I, p. 26. 

4746 
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declaration is true-not-false, if there exists, at and during the 
appropriate time, in rertm natura an original of the complex 
thought it symbolizes — ^i.e. an actual complex fact or event, a 
substance A positively characterized by possessing B, or by being 
such that it excludes B ; while if such an original does not exist, or 
not at the appropriate time, the affirmative declaration is false- 
not-true. And simEarly, the negative declaration is true-not-false 
if the complex which it denies (viz. A-imited-with-B or A-severed- 
from-B) is really non-existent (at the appropriate time) in the 
world of actual fact ; while otherwise the negative declaration is 
false-not-true.* 

' (ii) Locke’s theory of the proposition. Locke’s treatment of the 
proposition, and of truth and falsehood, is entangled with the 
intricacies of his philosophical system as a whole. His exposition 
is encumbered by loosely formulated distinctions of doubtful 
validity — ^to which, moreover, he does not consistently adhere; 
and it is obscured by the ambiguity of his use of the term ' idea ’ — 
a source of confusion which we encoimtered before, in examining 
his view of ' sensation It is therefore difficult to show, by a brief 
consideration of Locke’s account of the proposition, that it, too, 
‘conforms in principle to’, falls within the general framework of, 
the ‘ subj ective position ’.s A 5ne/consideration may do substantial 
injustice to Locke. What follows, however, is offered as summa- 
rizing, to the best of my belief, the gist of the doctrine which 
Locke endeavours — ^not very successfully — ^to expound. 

(a) ‘Truth’. Locke says in the chapter headed ‘Of the General 
Nature of Truth 

/seems to me, in the proper import of the word, to signify nothing but 
the joining or separating of signs, as the things signified by them do agree 
or disagree wiih one another. The joining or separatirig of signs here 
meant, is what by another name we call propositions.” So that truth 
belongs only to propositions; whereof there are two sorts, viz. mental 
and verbal; as there are two sorts of signs commonly made use of, viz. 
ideas and words.’ 

Taken literally and as it stands, this passage sharply distin- 
guishes two sorts of propositions, and two sorts of truth ‘in the 
proper import of the word’. There are, first, menial proposiUons. 

* So I think, in spite of obvious difficulties and apparent absnrdii^, Aristotle’s 
doctrine must be interpreted. 

* Cf. Study II, especially pp. 116-18. 

* Essay, iv. 5, § 2 ; and c£ iL 32, § 19. 


^ Cf. above, p. 184. 
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In these, as Locke explains presently,* 'The ideas in our under- 
standings are without the use of words, put together or separated 
by the mind, perceiving or judging of their agreement or disagree- 
ment’. And they are true or false according as the ideal junction 
or severance ‘agrees or disagrees to’ (i.e. corresponds or failg to 
correspond with) a real junction or severance of the facts, i.e. of 
the things signified by the ideas. In respect to such propositions, 
then, Lock&’s account conforms beyond question to the ' subjective 
position’. \To m ake a ‘mental proposition’ is ‘to combine ideally 
ideal elemeiits’; to form ‘a complex or compound fact of mind, 
which is true or false owing to the representative character of its 
constituents and the mode of their combinationjr and the truth 
or . falsity of a mental proposition — ^truth or falsehood of thought, 
£is Locke calls it* — clearly consists ‘in an extrinsic rela.tion, in a 
relation of correspondence or discordance between facts “within”, 
and facts “without”, the judging mind^j^ 

But then (if we are to take this passage literally) there is also 
a second sort of propositions, viz. verbal propositions ; and it seems 
impossible to bring Locke’s account of them, and of their mode of 
being true or false, within the outline of the ‘subjective position’. 
For ‘verbal propositions’, as he explains, ‘are words, the signs of 
our ideas, put together or separated in affirmcddve or negative sentences ’. 
To make a verbal proposition, then, is to combine words; and 
words are not ideal or psychical elements, but physical. They are, 
at all events, as Locke expresses it, ‘the signs made by sounds’. 
And this ‘complex’, this affirmative or negative sentence, seems 
to be true (or false) according as it corresponds (or fails to corre- 
spond) to a ‘mental proposition’, i.e. to a junction or severance of 
ideas as it actually exists, or is made, in the speaker’s mind. 
‘Truth’, Locke says,, speaking of verbal propositions,^ ‘is the 
marking down in words the agreement or disagreement of ideas, 
as it is. Falsehood is the marking down in words the agreement or 
disagreement of ideas otherwise than it is.’® Thus it appears (if we 

' § 5- * Ct, e.g., I.C., § 3 . 

3 Cf. above, p. 184. In iv. 5, § 9. 

5 Locke includes (it will be remembered) Identity or Diversity, Relation, Co- 
existence or Necessary Connexion, and Reed Existence, under the vague heading 
of ‘Agreement or Connexion, and Disagreement or Repugnancy* of ideas one with 
another (cl iv. i, §§ 2-3). He ‘supposes* that ‘all the knowledge we have, or are 
capable of* is ‘contained . . . within these four sorts of agreement or disagree- 
ment *. For, he says, ‘ all that we know or can aflSrm concerning any of “ our ideas ** 
is, that it is, or is not, the same with some other [e.g. blue is not yellow : is a colour] ; 
that it does, or does not, always coexist with some other idea in the same subject 



196 WHAT IS IT THAT IS TRUE OR FALSE? 

really are to take these and similar statements of Locke literally 
and at their face value) that the truth or falsity of a verbal pro- 
position (truth or falsehood of words) consists in a relation not 
between thought and things, but between sound and thought — or 
rather that, if 'truth of words’ consists in a relation (or is a 
‘ correspondence ’) at all analogous to that which constitutes ‘ truth 
of thought’, the proposition (i.e. the affirmative or negative 
sentence) is, in this case, the fact ‘without’, which agrees to (or 
corresponds with), a fact ‘within’, the judging mind.* 

Any such literal interpretation of Locke’s statements, it is 
abundantly clear, would force us to attribute to him an utterly 
incoherent doctrine of the proposition and of truth. He would be 
maintaining in effect that there are two sundered and heterogeneous 
sorts of propositions, and two different kinds of truth ‘ in the proper 
import of the word’. And, indeed, it is easy to show, by pursuing 
the same literal insistence on what he says, that the ‘truth of 
thought’ and ‘truth of words’, which at the beginning of the chapter 
are distinguished within truth in its ‘proper import’ and 
coimected respectively with mental and verbal propositions, are 
identified at the end with ‘Metaphysical’ and ‘Moral’ Truth — ^i.e. 
two ‘other sorts of truth’ which Locke dismisses as not being 
truth ‘taken in the strict sense beforementioned’. For a verbal 
proposition is true if it agrees to the junction or severance of ideas 
as it is in the speaker’s mind. And what else is that but ‘Moral 
Truth’, which Locke defines® as ‘speaking of things according to 
the persuasion of our own minds, though the proposition we speak 
agree not to the reality of things ’ ? And a mental proposition is 
true if it agrees to a jimction or severance of facts ‘ in real existence ’ ; 
and that — and nothing else — ^is what Locke’s somewhat confused 
description of ‘Metaphysical Truth’ amounts to.^ 

[Coexistence or Necessary Connexion*, e.g. iron is susceptible of magnetical im- 
pressions] ; tbat it has tins or that relation to some other idea [e.g. two triangles 
upon equal bases between two parallels are equal] ; or that it has a real existence 
without the mind [e.g. God is] ’ (iv. r § 7). 

* Or would Locke have said that a verbal proposition is as much 'within' the 
mind as is the junction or severance of ideas it signifies ? Sound, we must remember, 
is one of the so-called ' secondary qualities ' — ^i.e. not as such a quality characterizing 
the external bodies, but an * idea ' produced in the mind by primary qualities of the 
insensible parts of the 'real' or external body (cf. above. Study II, pp. 118-20). 
Moreover, words (as we saw) are not 'sounds', but the 'signs made by sounds'. 

, Perhaps, therefore, we ought to say that, if ‘truth of words' consists in a 'corre- 
spondence * at aU, both relata, both complex structures which ' correspond ' with one 
another, are 'facts within* the judging mind. 

* Loc. cit., § II. 3 Cl loc. cit., § ii and ii. 32, § 2. 
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(b) A pMlosopher, no doubt, must be held to mean what he says ; 
but what he says must be interpreted liberally as well as literally — 
or rather, the ‘literal interpretation’, on which alone we have a 
duty to insist and a right to rely, must take account of all his 
(relevant) sa3dngs and reproduce not their bare letter, but the 
spirit in their letter. Now even in this chapter* there are state- 
ments* which show that the preceding ‘literal interpretation’ 
misses the spirit of the doctrine that Locke is trying (however 
clumsily) to develop ; and if the main outlines of Ms philosophy 
axe borne in mind, something more like a coherent or unitary 
theory of the proposition and of truth will suggest itself.* 

The task which Locke sets Mmself in the Essay is to determine 
the nature, limits,, and validity of knowledge. Now, it will be 
remembered that by ‘idea’ Locke means ‘whatsoever the mind 
perceives in itself, or is the immediate objeci of perception, thought, 
or imderstanding ’.4 ‘ It is evident ’, he sa3rs,s ‘ that the mind knows 
not things immediately, but only by the intervention of the ideas 
it has of them.’ It is further evident — so Locke assumes and says 
— ^that ideas are ‘all the materials of our reason and knowledge’,® 
that 'our knowledge is only conversant about’ ideas’ and that 
‘we can have knowledge no further than we have ideas ’.® Hence, 
in order to acMeve Ms main task, he undertakes, as a necessary 
preliminary, an exhaustive survey of these materials of our know- 
ledge — a complete inventory and classification of our ideas. 

There is no need, for my present purpose, to enter into the 
details of tMs ‘account of the original, sorts and extent of our 
ideas’, to wMch the second book of the Essay is devoted.® But 
it is necessary to dwell for a httle upon the first broad division on 
wMch Locke’s classification is based — ^the division of Ideas into 
‘simple’ and ‘complex’. 

(i) Simple ideas (as we saw) are those of sensation and of 

* iv. 5. 

* Cf., e.g., § 6, wliere Locke distingmshes between a ‘trntb of words’ which is 
'purely verbal and trifling’ and one which is 'real and instructive . . . the object of 
that real knowledge, which we have spoken of already’; and the further devdop- 
ment of this distinction in § 8. 

* It would be going too far to say a ‘coherent or unitary theory’. The most 
that can be said is that Locke’s conception of the proposition and of truth is not 
so utterly incoherent as his exposition in iv. 5 makes it appear. 

* ii. 8, § 8: cf. above. Study II, p. 115. ® iv. 4, § 3. 

® ii. I, § 2: and cf. ii. 33, § 19, where he hesitates whether to speak of these 
ambiguous entities as ‘instruments or materials of our knowledge’. 

’ iv. I, § I. * iv. 3, § 1. 

» Cl, e.g., ii. 33, § 19; iii. 9, § 21. 
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reflection. They are not ‘all the materials of knowledge’, but 
the ‘ materials of aU our knowledge Ultimately all our knowledge 
is based upon and derived from them — or so, at least, Locke 
thinks and tries to maintain, in spite of admissions to which he is 
driven. In receiving them, we are passive. We cannot refuse to 
have them; we cannot alter them, when they are ‘offered’ to us; 
we cannot ‘blot them out ’, nor 'make new ones’ ourselves. Simple 
ideas of sensation are ‘conveyed into our mind by the senses’, 
impressed upon them ‘by outward objects’. And simple ideas of 
reflection axe ‘offered’ to our observation so that our mind cannot 
but have them when it ‘reflects’— turns back upon, and attends 
to, ‘its own operations about the ideas got by sensation’.* 

Hence, on Locke’s theory, simple ideas are all of them ‘real’, 
‘adequate’, and (in a somewhat loose, but fairly intelligible sense) 
‘true’.* It is almost too little to say of them that they are ‘signs’ 
of things. The simple ideas of sensation, at all events, are im- 
pressed upon us by the things ; and they either exactly copy the 
originals they ‘signify’, or indicate in them certain determinate 
‘ powers ’ which are such as inevitably to produce these ‘ signs ’ in us. 

(ii) But complex ideas are ‘framed’ by the mind itself out 
of its simple ideas — ^by comparison, abstraction, composition; 
‘intrinsical powers’ inherent in the mind, which it exercises 
instinctively, without conscious effort or control.^ And under the 
head of complex ideas Locke includes aU our general ideas, aU 
ideas of relations, all ideas of substances, and all ideas of modes 
(whether ‘simple modes’ — e.g. nmnbers, figures — or ‘mixed 
modes’, e.g. beauty, murder, theft, gratitude, &c.).'^ 

Now knowledge in the strictest sense, of the most perfect grade, 
is demonstrative knowledge — ^the kind of knowledge that is already 
in large measure achieved in the mathematical sciences and, as 
Locke thinks, in principle can be attained also in the fields of 
morality and religion.® And ‘ demonstrative knowledge ’ has to do, 
primarily and chiefly (i.e. not exclusively) with complex ideas ; viz. 
General or abstract ideas — ^in particular, ideas of mixed modes, 
and their relations. AU (or practically aU) the propositions of 
which demonstrative knowledge consists — ^the affirmations and 
negations of the man of science, whether tacit (‘mental proposi- 

* Cf. the passages quoted from ii, ch. i ; above. Study II, pp. 111-12. 

* Cf. ii. 30, § 2; 31, §§ 2 and 33, §§ 13-16. 3 Cl, e.g,, ii, ch. ii, ch. 12, 

^ Cl, e.g., ii. 13, 16, 22, On ‘modes*, see Gibson, Lockers Theory of Knowledge, 
ch, iv. 

^ Cl, e.g., iv. 3, § 18 (and see Gibson, loc. dt., pp. X57-60). 
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dons’) or spoken or written (‘verbal propositions’) — ^‘join’ and 
‘separate’ complex ideas, or the words which signify them. And 
however much Locke may insist that these complex ideas are 
‘ framed out of simple ideas ’, the ‘ framing’ is the mind’s own work, 
and introduces into the ‘materials’ of knowledge an element 
neither copied from, nor produced by, the ‘external things’. 
Complex ideas, we must agree with Professor Alexander, ' ‘are the 
voluntary creations of the mind, which manipulates the materials 
derived from sensation and reflection ; or they might be described 
as resoluble into these elements together with an active element of 
construction referable to the mind itself (my italics). 

The ideas, therefore, which constitute the bulk of the materials 
of demonstrative knowledge — ^the ideas of modes and relations — 
are not signs of things at all. Yet Locke — by a magnificent 
audacity, quite inconsistent (so far as I can judge) with the funda- 
mental principles of his philosophy* — endeavours to vindicate the 
‘reality’ of mathematical and moral knowledge (i.e. to estabhsh 
that it has a bearing upon the world of fact and actual existence) 
on the ground that the complex ideas with which it is concerned 
(the ideas of which, in such demonstrative knowledge, the mind 
perceives the ‘agreements’ and ‘disagreements’ one with another) 
are ‘archetypes’-, i.e. patterns prescribing conditions to which it 
is possible that things may conform, and so in a sense ‘signs’ of 
things, if things be regarded under a certain hypothesis. Thus, for 
example, he says:* 

‘Mixed Modes and Relations, having no reality but what they have in 
the minds of men, there is nothing more required ... to make them real, 
but that they be so framed, that there be a possibility of existing 
conformable to them. These ideas, themselves being archetypes, cannot 
differ from their archetypes, and so cannot be chimerical, unless anyone 
wiU jumble together in them inconsistent ideas' 

Or again:'^ 

‘ AU our complex ideas, except those of substances,^ being archetypes of 
the mind’s own making, not intended to be copies of an3d:hing, nor 
referred to the existence of any thing, as to their originals, cannot want 
any conformity necessary to real knowledge.’ 

* Locke, p. 36. ® Cf. below, p. 200, n. 2. * ii. 30, § 4. * iv. 4, § 5. 

® It is fortunately unnecessary for my present purpose to take any account of 
Locke's view of our ideas of substances, or of his discussion of the question whether 
(or how far) a science of physical nature is possible (of., e.g., iv. 3, §§ 26, 29 ; Gibson, 
loc. cit., pj. 160-6). 
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In short, the ideas which constitute the whole, or the bulk, of *he 
materials of knowledge in its strictest sense^d most perfect 
form, are ‘their own guarantee of reality’.* The geometer and 
the moral philosopher, provided the ideas they frame, for example, 
of a triangle and of murder are not self-contradictory, can be 
certain (Locke holds) that these ideas are ‘red’, i.e. &at there 
is a ‘possibility of existing conformable to them . And they cm be 
assured that their mathematical and moral propositions hold, not 
only of ‘ ideas in their own minds ’, but also of ‘ real things existmg . 
For if it is true of a triangle as the geometer considers true 

of the ‘idea' of triangle as he frames it, and as it exists ‘m his 
own mind’ — that ‘ its three angles are equal to two right ones , the 
same property will belong also to a triangle wherever it really 
exists ’, when it has a ‘ real existence in matter . And if it is of 
‘murder’ as the moral philosopher considers it viz. true of it in 
speculation, i.e. in idea ’ — that it ‘ deserves death , it will also be 
true in reality of any action that exists conformable to that idea 
of murder’; i.e. if, or when, or wherever, a murder is actually 
perpetrated, the murderer will in fact deserve to die.* 

(c) We were to reconsider Locke’s chapter* on ‘ the general nature 
of Truth’ in the light of his conception of ‘Demonstrative Know- 
ledge’ — of the ‘Archetypal Ideas.’, which are its materials, and of 
its hypothetical ‘reality’, i.e. its applicability to pssibly actual 
examples of those Ideas. 

* Cl iv. 4, §§ 6, 8 ; Gibson! loc. cit., pp. 131-2. I spoke just now (above, p. 199) 
of the 'magnificent audacity’ of I^ocke’s attempt to vindicate the reahty of 
demonstrative knowledge ; but the student who recalls the leading principles of 
Locke’s philosophy will be tempted to use a harsher phrase, and to insist rather 
upon its ‘reckless inconsisienoy* . For how — on Lockes general theory can 
anything ' real ’ or * existent ’ conform to an archetypal idea ? All things that 
exist Locke tells us (iii. 3, § i), are * particulars ’ ; and * when ... we quit particulars,, 
the generals that rest are only creatures of our own making^. . . (ib. §11). How, 
then, can anything that exists ‘conform to’, ‘agree with , the abstract ideas 
which the m c jn a.tifia.n and moral philosopher consider of which they perceive 

and affirm certain universal and necessary relations ? If nothing universal or 
general be ‘real*, how can the triangle, which the mathematician considers, 
ever or anywhere ‘really exist* — ever have a ‘real existence in matter ? And, 
again, the ‘murder which deserves death*, the ‘death it deserves, and the 
absolute ‘ ought ’ (the synthetic necessity which binds each to the other), belong to 
the realm of abstract general ideas and equally abstract relations are creatures 
of the mind’s ‘own making*. In Locke’s ‘real* world — the world of particulars 
which alone exist — ^no action can be ‘conformable* to the archetypal idea of 
murder. No action is, or can even embody, murder pure and simple~--murder as 
such and universal — ^the murder which the moral philosopher considers, and 
perceives to deserve death. ^ iv, ch. 5. 
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It seems possible to read into Locke’s statements, or to extract 
out of them, a fairly coherent theory of the proposition and of truth, 
as follows; 

He begins (as we said) by distinguishing two sorts of propositions 
(‘mental’ and ‘verbal’), and seems to ascribe to each a different 
kind of truth — a ‘truth of thought’, and a ‘truth of words But 
the distinction which he is endeavouring to express is not a distinc- 
tiQ» of ‘sorts’ or ‘kinds’, but of ‘aspects’ or ‘moments’. 

A proposition in its full and proper form is both mental and 
verbal — ^it is a synthesis of thoughts expressed in words, or it is 
,.^an affirmative or negative sentence ‘marking down’ a nexus of 
ideas. 

If one asks how Locke came to speak of the thought expressed and 
the expression of it as two sorts of propositions, if he really meant 
only to distinguish two aspects of the full proposition, the answer 
is to be found in his theory of language and its relation to thought. 
For Locke’s theory of language® is substantially the same as the 
theory set out by Aristotle in the De Interpretatione. Words, Locke 
says, are articulate sounds made ‘arbitrarily’, or ‘by a voluntary 
imposition’, to be ‘signs of internal conceptions’. Primarily , 
words ‘stand for nothing but the ideas in the mind of him that 
uses them ’ ; and their proper use is (a) ‘ to record our own thoughts 
for the help of our own memories ’ and ( 6 ) to communicate our own 
thoughts to others.^ Men, however, do in fact often (c) ‘suppose 
their words to be marks of the ideas in the minds also of other 
men’, and {d) ‘suppose their words to stand also for the reality 
of things’ — ^and, in doing so, Locke holds, men misuse language, 
and generate error, confusion, and dispute."* 

Locke thus conceives language to he related to thought as sign to 
signified', i.e. with him, as with Aristotle, language is separated 
from (related to, not one with) the thought it expresses. Hence 
it is natural and inevitable for him to speak of two sorts of proposi- 
tions: {a) verbal propositions, i.e. junctions or severances of words 
standing for thought, but not themselves alive with thought ; and 
(&) ‘mental propositions’, i.e. junctions and severance of thoughts 
hare of expression — ^not expressed in words at all ; not even in those 
silently articulated words which, as Locke recognizes, men tend 
to use ‘in their thinkings and reasonings with themselves’, for 

' iv. 5, §§ 2, 3. ® Essay, iii. 

3 Cf. iii. I, §§ I and 2 ; 2, §§ i and a ; 9. §§ i-S- 

* Cf. iii. 2, §§ 2-5. 
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tliese silent words (he thinks) are employed as subsPitutesfor (not as 
expressions of) ‘ideas’.* 

The most conspicuous examples of propositions in the full and 
proper sense of the term — ^i.e. of mental affirmations and negations 
adequately expressed in spoken or written sentences, and so 
'recorded for the help of the thinker’s own memory and com- 
municable to others’* — ^are the propositions, of demonstrative 
knowledge, i.e. those in which mathematical science, theology, 
and moral philosophy are embodied and set forth. Of every such 
proposition, it must be said on the one hand that it is ‘verbal’, and 
that its truth is a ‘truth of words’. It is a spoken or written 
affirmation or negation, in which the thinker records (‘marks 
down in language ’) an agreement or disagreement of his own ideas, 
as he ‘perceives’ it and ‘as it is’.^ But, on the other hand, it must 
also be said of it that it is ‘mental’, and that its truth is a ‘truth 
of thought ’. It presupposes, that is, and adequately expresses, a 
‘mental proposition ’ — ^viz. the joining or severance of ideas, which 
is the mathematician’s or the philosopher’s ‘belief. And to this 
mental proposition there belongs a ‘truth of thought’; for, in 
it, archet37pal ideas are joined or separated according to their 
intrinsic agreements or disagreements. -The mental proposition, 
therefore, is true, possesses truth of thought, or is, so to speak, a 
piece of ‘real’ knowledge. For the ideas it joins or severs are 
archetypes ; and therefore their intrinsic agreements or disagree- 
ments hold good hypothetically or in posse of the world of actual 
fact, the world of particular things or existents. In that world, 
there may occur particulars ‘conformable’ to the ideas — and if, 
or when, or so far as, this possibility is realized, an actual junction 
or severance will correspond to the ideal agreement or disagree- 
ment which is the mental proposition; i.e. it wUl be an actual 
‘ truth of thought ’, a complex or compound of thoughts correspond- 
ing to a complex or compound of facts. 

If this interpretation is substantially correct, Locke’s view of 
the ‘Proposition’ and of ‘Truth’ (paradoxical and indefensible 
though it is) may fairly be said to ‘conform in principle’ to the 
‘subjective position’. Truth — so Locke seems to mean — consists, 
primarily and essentially, in a conformity or correspondence 
between {a) an ‘ideal complex’ (a jimction or severance of ideas or 
thoughts), whether ‘ silent ', or marked down in a spoken or written 
sentence, and (5) a ‘real complex’ — i.e. a junction or severance 

‘ Cf. iv. 5, §§ 3-4. » iii 9. § I. s cf. iv. 5, § 9. 
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of facts, of elements actually (or possibly) existing and related 
in the extra-mental world. The junction or severance of ideas, so 
far as it is the momentary and personal experience of the individual 
thinker, a ‘belief’ he silently forms within his soul, is (no more 
than) a ‘mental’ proposition, possessing a truth which is only a 
‘truth of thought’. But when the thiuker puts his belief into 
words — ^mto a spoken or written affirmative or negative sentence — 
he is making a proposition in the fullest and most proper sense: 
a ‘verbal proposition’ including, embodying, and adequately 
expressing the junction or severance of his ideas. And to such 
a proposition there belongs a ‘truth of thought’ permanently 
recorded for the thinker’s own memory and made communicable 
to others. There belongs to it (what Locke calls) a ‘truth of words’ 
which is ‘something more’ than ‘mental truth’ ; a truth of words 
not ‘purely verbal and trifling’, but ‘real and instructive’.^ 

3. In trying to show that ‘ the subjective position underlies more 
than one well-known theory of the judgement, and of the truth and 
falsity which belong to it’,^ I have been drawn into a historical 
digression, from which I must now return to pick up the main 
thread of my argument. I proposed to characterize and examine 
three typical positions, one or the other of which (as I thought) is 
taken for granted in the most commonly accepted theories of 
truth and falsity — constituting, so to speak, the theme they 
elaborate and embroider with varpng degrees of consistency and 
success.^ 

According to the first of these typical positions — ^to restate its 
essential features — ^that which alone is true or false is a judgement, ' 
and a judgement in strict and ultimate analysis is a 'fact of mind’. 
It is a 'fact of mind’, because it is made by an individual thinker 
in his thought, and by his thinking and out of his ‘ideas’ (sensa- 
tions, for example, memories, conceptions). In short, it is an ideal 
product, consisting of ideal elements ideally related, i.e. combined 
by ah ideal activity. The ideal elements (though ‘ideas of’, and 
‘in’, an individual thinker’s mind) represent (‘copy’, ‘symbolize’, 
‘stand for’, 'refer to’) elements of fact, real elements — elements 
'without’, i.e. iudependent of, mind, or at least independent of 
this individual thinker’s mind. And the 'ideal product’, though 
‘made’ by the ideal activity of an individual thinker, may — ^when 
made, and taken as a whole — ‘correspond’ to a real compound, a 
complex fact ; i.e. one that is ‘without’ (independent of) Ais mind, 

‘ Cf. iv. 5, §§ 6 and 8. * Above, p. 184. 3 above, p. 180. 
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at all events, if not ‘extra-mental’ altogether, i.e. independent of 
all minds and their ideal activities. If, or when, there is such a 
‘correspondence ’, there is truth ; i.e. the ideal product (the ‘judge- 
ment’ or ‘complex fact of mind’) is true. Failing such a ‘corre- 
spondence’, there is falsity; the ‘judgement’, the ideal product, 
is fejse. 

,^^uch, then, is the position which has now to be examined, i.e. 
tested by a closer scrutiny of its essential features. Are they, 
severally, assumptions which a sane interpretation of our cognizant 
experience forces us to make — ^to recognize as formulating indis- 
pensable conditions, subject to which alone an intelligent and 
intdhgible account of that experience can be given ? Or are they, 
on the contrary, mere suppositions — assumptions arbitrary, un- 
warranted, and perhaps long ago discredited by philosophical 
criticism ? And, again, are they consistent one with another, so that 
the position as a whole forms a coherent hypothesis ? Or, on the 
contrary, do they, when taken strictly and precisely, collide with 
one another, so that instead of a single position, a single coherent 
hypothesis, there is but a medley of mutually incompatible 
suppositions ? 

^(i) First es smt ial featur e of t he s ubjectiv e posit ion:, j A judgement, 
in strict and ultimate analysis, is a fact of mind.’ At first sight 
this is a plain statement of something which every treatment of 
the subject must recognize — ^a truism. If it is an assumption, it is 
one that is inevitable and unquestionable. Indeed, it was made, 
and emphasized, at the beginning of these Studies. For (it was 
there insisted), a judgement, in its essential nature (i.e. as a phase, 
or ‘proper part’, of knowledge-or-truth) is a ‘logical fact’; and 
a ‘logical fact’, like a ‘moral fact’ (like, for example, a right or a 
duty) is, in a very, obvious sense, a ‘fact of mind’.! As a ‘logical 
fact ’, a judgement* ‘exists, or has its being and is actual, in the 
medium or “ element ” of the mutual imderstanding of self-conscious 
minds’;- Its reality is ‘ ideal ’ or ‘ spiritual ’. It is made and sustained 
by thinking; by intellectual activities which pass through one or 
more of the (so-called individual) human minds; activities, in 
which these individual minds co-operate, and which so (in a sense) 
they have made their own. 

But that is not the sense in which, according to the subjective 
position, a judgement is a ‘fact of mind’. For the further details 
of the characteri2ation compel us to put a special interpretation 
* Cf. study I, pp. 56-7. 
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upon a 'mind’ and 'its facts’, and so convert the seeming truism 
into a most questionable assumption. For the judgement, we are 
asked to assume, is a ‘fact of mind, because . . . made by an indi- 
vidual thinker in his thought, and by his thinking, and out of his 
ideas’. The mind, therefore, of which the judgement is a fact, is 
one of a multitude of self-closed and mutually exclusive thinking 
beings. It is, for example, my mmd or yours; tied down to, 
located in, enduring with, my organism or yours. And its facts are 
whatever occurs 'within' the self-closed — ^the private and exclu- 
sive — conscious stream, the psychical flow, which is its being. To 
be a 'fact of mind', in short, is to be a constituent phase of a 
psychical flow ; to be a ' psychical ’ (as contrasted with a ' physical ’) 
event. 

It seems, then, to be characteristic of the subjective position to 
assume that a judgement in strict and ultimate analysis — a judge- 
ment regarded in its proper nature as that which alone is true or 
false — ^is a 'psychical fact’ in the sense explained ; viz. a phase or 
section of the temporal flow which is the private being, the inner 
mental history, of a 'self’. And such an assumption, for a modem 
student of the subject, is plainly untenable and even ridiculous. 
To make it would be to revive gratuitously a blunder that could 
have seemed plausible only in the infancy of logical theory — a 
blunder which (so far as the study of logic in England is concerned) 
was exposed and 'beaconed' nearly fifty years ago by F. H. 
Bradley in the first chapter of his Principles of Logic. He there 
sharply distinguishes: {a) the particular psychical images, or other 
states and changes in (and of) the individual thinker’s mind, which 
may (perhaps must) accompany his thinking— modifications of his 
conscious being, through which he passes in thinking, and (b) the 
(impersonal, objective, universal) meaning which, precisely qua 
thinking, he brings and holds before his mind. The term 'idea’, he 
points out, may be used in either or both of these very different 
senses — ^as psychical event or image, and as meaning, i.e. that 
which is meant. If used in the first sense — and that was the pre- 
vailing use of the term in England at the time Bradley was 
writing— then what it denotes is of no direct interest in a logical 
study of judgement. For ' ideas ’ in the sense of ' psychical facts ’ — 
events of the individual’s mental history, phases and changes of 
his psychical flow— form no part of, in no way enter into or con- 
stitute, a judgement, i.e. a significant assertion that is true or false. 
It is only if used in the second sense, that the term ‘idea’ (= ‘ideal 
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content’) denotes what is directly and properly relevant in a 
logical consideration of the judgement. 

‘We shall always go wrong’ (to quote a well-known paragraph)* ‘unless 
we remember that the relations within the content of any meaning, 
however complex, are still not relations between mental existences. 
There is a wolf and a lamb. Does the wolf eat the lamb ? The wolf eats 
the lamb. We have a relation here suggested or asserted between wolf 
and lamb, but that, relation is (if I may use the word) not a factual 
connection between events in my head. What is meant is no psychical 
conjunction of images.’ 

I am not forgetting that the whole treatment of ‘ideas’ (of the 
‘ideal’ element in judgement and inference) in the first edition of 
Bradley’s Logic has been ferociously assailed by Cook Wilson,^ and 
is in fact open to serious criticism. In particular, the brilliant first 
chapter, to which I have been referring, is marred by many obvious 
faults — ^both in the matter of its teaching and in the manner of its 
exposition. Bradley himself drew attention^ to, and endeavoured 
to correct, the chief of these faults — viz. the erroneous view of 
‘idea’ (as an independent form or level of cognizance) which the 
chapter takes for granted, and various misleading and ‘more or 
less objectionable’ expressions, which it contains. But, in spite of 
all its faults, Bradley’s treatment of ‘ideas’ in the Logic (and 
specially in chapter i) has at least this merit — ^viz. that nobody, 
who has studied it, is ever likely thereafter to confuse judgements 
or inferences with ‘ psychical facts ’, or to suppose (if I may borrow 
and adapt a sentence from Bosanquet’s Logic)* that any ‘mere 
mental occurrences as such’, any ‘series or combination of parti- 
cular images’ could ‘by any possibility be a judgement’.® 

* Vol. i, p. 12. 

* Statement and Inference, vol. i, pp. 279-94, 

3 Cl Essays, published in 1914, p. 29 ; second edition of Logic, published in 1922, 
Additional Notes to ch. i, pp. 38—40. Essays, p, 29, n. i, is reprinted from a paper 
first published in Mind in Oct. 1906 [not April 1908 as Bradley erroneously states]. 

^ Second edition, vol. i, p. 70. 

s Cook Wilson*s criticism, was written before the publication of the second 
edition of the Principles of Logic, but after the publication of Appearance and 
Reality and of many of the articles which were reprinted, with modifications, in 
1914 under the title of Essays on Truth and Reality. In both these works there 
^e passages (cf., to mention only one, the explanation of "ideal* and "identity* 
in Appearance and Reality, pp. 146 fif.) which make it abundantly clear that to 
criticize the &st chapter of the Principles of Logic au pied de la lettre, and in entire 
disregard of its aul^hor s other works, is to do Bradley profound injustice. Certainly, 
Cook Wilson s criticism is of value i but in much of it he was forcing an open door, 
and in some of it he was tilting against windmills. Its value would have been 
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‘But, after all, ’ it will perhaps be objected, ‘the assumption that 
“every judgement is a psychical fact” is forced upon us the moment 
we reflect upon our experience. There is nothing impossible or 
ridiculous about it. On the contrary, it is made by every competent 
logician and psychologist. And if Bradley is to be quoted as an 
authority against it, there are other passages, both in Ids Logic and 
elsewhere in his writings, in which he seems to defend, and even to 
insist upon it. Thus (to give a few examples) : “Ideas and Judge- 
ments”, he writes,* “when I reflect, are toown and recognized by 
me as things which exist in my head. . . . Judgements all exist 
psychically as events in me. ” And again,® “ In order to be, truth 
itself must happen and occur, and must exist as what we call a 
mental event” ; or^ “A truth is no truth at all unless it happens in 
a soul, and is thus an event which appears in time”. ’ 

Behind this objection — one is inclined at first to reply — ^there is 
nothing but a very simple misunderstanding. It is one thing to 
assert that every judgement — considered on one side or aspect of 
itself, regarded from a certain point of view — is a psychical fact ; 
occurs and happens as a mental event ; exists ‘ in somebody’s mind ’ 
(or, even, ‘in somebody’s head ’) . This is the doctrine which Bradley 
maintains, and on which at times he emphatically insists.* It is 
quite another thing to maintain, with those who adopt the sub- 
jective position, that a judgement qua true or false — a judgement 
in its proper nature as a form or phase of knowledge — ^is a ‘psychi- 
cal fact’. It is this that is a plainly untenable assumption — an 
elementary, long-discredited blunder. 

But this reply is not entirely satisfactory. ‘For’ (the objector 
will presumably retort) ‘is there in fact so sharp a line between the 
assumption that “ every judgement, qtta true or false, is a psychical 
fact”, and the doctrine, to which Bradley is committed by the 
statements, for example, that “Truth necessarily implies an aspect 
of psychical existence”, or that an “aspect of mental event” is 

greatly enhanced, had he been less eager to show the * futility’ of all ’attempts 
to explain or define ’’judgement” in terms of anything but itself ’ (l.c., p. 279) and to 
convict Bradley’s exposition of verbal confusion, and more anxious to penetrate 
to the substance of his teaching. As it is, the critic, from want of sufficient 
sympathy with the writer he is criticizing, haerei in corfice: the criticism is 
effective, is unanswerable, so far as it goes — ^but it does not go below the surface. 

* Logic^, p. 631. ^ Ib., p. 612. ® Mind, n.s. no. 33, p. 31. 

+ Cl, e.g., Logic^, p. 612 (immediately before the sentence quoted in the ‘ Objec- 
tion’) : ’Truth . . . necessarily implies an aspect of psychical existence’; and (ib., 
p. 617) ’Every logical process ... is, viewed from the other side, a psychical 
happening, and this aspect of mental event is throughout involved inseparably’. 
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“ involved inseparably ” in every logical process ? Yet is it really to be 
supposed that So careful a thinker as Bradley has made a “plainly 
untenable assumption “ — ^has committed precisely that elementary 
blunder which he himself elsewhere mercilessly exposes ? ’ 

I must not be drawn aside from the examination of the subjec- 
tive position into another historical digression — ^into a full exposi- 
tion and criticism of Bradley’s views. But — at the risk of betraying 
my own misunderstanding — I will try to explain briefly why it 
seems to me impossible to defend the side of Bradley’s teac^g 
which is here in question. 

For in what precise sense can it be maintained that ‘truth 
necessarily implies an aspect of psychical existence’ ; that ‘a truth 
is no truth at all unless it happens in a soul’ ; that a judgement, an 
inference, a logical process, must (or even, can) be viewed as events 
that ‘exist psychically in me’} Prima facie, at all events, taken 
literally and at their face value, such statements treat the concep- 
tions of a ‘ Soul and its states ’ and of a ‘ Finite Self ’ with far more 
respect than they deserve — or than is compatible with the estimate 
Bradley himself forms of them, when speaking as a metaphysician. 
The Soul and the Self — ^the supposed individual and exclusive 
owners of experiences which are their ‘states’ existing or happen- 
ing psychically within their several selves — ^these, according to the 
metaphysical theory he sets out in Appearance and Reality^ and 
Essays,^ are fragmentary, mutilated, confused, and inconsistent 
‘Appearances’ of the ‘Absolute’. They are not immediately given 
and immediately apprehended facts — ^not so many self-presenting 
and self-guaranteeing elements of the real. They are ‘ creatures of 
an intellectual construction ’,3 conceptions or theories rather than 
‘facts ’ — and, moreover, conceptions that are rough and ready, con- 
fused and inconsistent. They are conceptions which for certain 
purposes it is natural, convenient, even necessary, to form — e.g. 
for our practical conduct in everyday life, and for the furtherance 
of the kind of explanation which is aimed at, and achieved, in what 
are called the ‘special sciences’. But they are conceptions which, 
however legitimate and serviceable for such limited purposes, are 
compromises, patchworks, makeshifts, which cannot be thought 
out. They are not ‘ intelligible ’ without qualification or completely ; 
they could not be defended against philosophical (metaphysical) 
criticism — ^i.e. a criticism that is pushed thoroughly, systematically, 

’ Cf. pp. 464-6, 468-9. a Pp. ,jo9 ff. 

3 Cf. Appearance and Reality, pp. 9, 468. 
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and without concessions, into all ‘ sides ’ and ‘ comers ’ of that which 
is being tested.* Thus, for example, Bradley says of the ‘SouT:® 

‘ If you confine your attention to the soul as a soul, then every possible 
experience is no more than that which happens in and to this soul. You 
have to do with psychical events which qualify the soul, and in the end 
these events, so far as you axe true to your idea, are merely states of the 
soul. Such a conception is for certain purposes legitimate and necessary, 
and to condemn it, while used within proper limits, is to my mind 
mistaken. But, outside these limits, what we call the soul is, I agree, 
indefensible. It is vitiated by inconsistencies and by hopeless contra- 
dictions. . . .’ 

The assumption, then, which seems both essential to the sub- 
j ective position and ‘ plainly untenable ’, is utterly alien to Bradley’s 
philosophical theory. The souls and finite selves — ^the embodied 
minds, the individual thinkers — ^which those who adopt the sub- 
jective position accept tels quels and at their face value ; which are 
for them absolutely (i.e. without qualification and beyond dispute) 
self-contained and mutually exclusive subjects of knowledge, each 
the owner of his own ideas and the originator of judgements; — 
these are, on Bradley’s theory, so many imperfect manifestations, 
so many appearances, of reality. Their ‘self-dependence’ is 
relative, a matter of degree ; and their mutual exclusiveness is, in 
the main, illusory.^ Nor is there in his philosophy (in his meta- 
physical speculations) any support for the assumption that there 
exist a multitude of mutually exclusive and self-dependent 
acquisitive powers of thought or mtelligence,'^ each implanted and 
enclosed in an embodied mind — a mind that is mine-not-yours or 
yours-not-mme. In the leading passages of Appearance anA 
Reality, of the Essays, and even of the Principles of Logic (most 

^ Cf . the definition of metaphysics [Essays, p. 444) : ' By metaphysics I do not 
mean the doctrine of any one school, but I include under that term all speculation 
which is at once resolved to keep its hold upon all sides of fact, and upon the other 
hand to push, so far as it can, every question to the end.’ 

* Essays, p. 415. 

3 *In the main*: for * there really is within the Absolute a diversity oi finite 
centres* [Essays, p. 412) ; and so far, presumably, we must not speak of tlxe mutual 
exclusiveness of souls and selves as altogether illusory. But this side of Bradley’s 
teaching is very difficult, and I suspect not entirely consistent. 

+ By ’thought’ or ’intelligence’ I mean the vis infinita cogitandi, or whatever 
one ought to call the power of Synthetic-Analysis or Analyidc-Synthesis (cf. 
Study I, pp. 37-8) which, rooted in the nature of things, is the real origin and 
source of what we call ’ our ’ thinking, ’our’ intellectual activity, ‘our’ judgements 
and inferences (cf. Study I, p. 24 [also pp. 17 fi., 23-4] ; and Study II, pp. 89-90. 
99-100 [also pp. 70-1, 123]). 
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clearly and emphatically, perhaps, in the Notes and Terminal 
Essays which were added in the second edition), the subordinate 
nature of the part played by the 'finite subject’ — ^by the so-caUed 
'individual' thinker — ^is amply recognized and enforced. My 
‘making’ of a judgement is my co-operation with a discursive 
movement, with a self-development, that ‘makes’ and ‘fulfils 
itself’ in me and in others. My thinking, my intellectual activity, 
is the adoption and the endorsement, partial, limited, and im- 
perfect, of a phase or stretch in that fundamental dialectic, or 
discursus, which is ‘Reality’ or ‘the Absolute’ seeking and finding 
itself in the form of truth— expressing and fulfilling itself ‘ideally’, 
in the medium of ‘ideas’, or through the co-operation of what is 
called a ‘finite mind’.' 

How, then, is it possible to reconcile with the general trend 
of Bradley’s metaphysical speculations the statements that ‘an 
aspect of mental event’ is ‘inseparably involve' in every logical 
process; that ‘judgements all exist psychically as events in me ’ ; 
that ‘a truth is no truth at aU unless it happens in a sou l’ ? Inter- 
pret such stateinents wfEEngv©^ conceivable caution^ they still 
leave standing, and presuppose, the popular notions of a ‘Soul’ 
and a ‘Finite Self’ — ^they still commit anyone who makes and 
defends them to the assumption that a Itoower is in fact and 
really a subject of experiences which are ‘no more than that which 
happens in and to ’ a Soul, is in fact and really one out of a plurality 
of selfrclosed, mutually excluding, minds. Or plant yourseh 
firmly within the outlines of Bradley’s own metaphysical position, 
and try, on that basis, to find for these statements an intelligible 
and defensible meaning. If you hold firmly to Bradley’s conception 

* Cl (to quote a few passages only in support) Appearance and Reality^, 
p. 523 (Bradley is there insisting that 'nay part in the affair* is not irrelevant) : 
*To be naade and to be found is . . . essential to the development and being of the 
thing, and truth in its processes and results belongs to the essence of reality.* 
Ib., p. 550 : ' . . . The process of the Many, and the total being of the Many them- 
selves, are mere aspects of the one Reality which moves and knows itself within 
them, and apart from which all things and their changes and every knower and 
every known is absolutely nothing.* Essays, p. 121 : 'Truth is a mode of the self- 
r ealisation of myself and of the Universe in o ne. . . . The tTm^ffseiTno^ere 
fro 55 n£ 5 elrves"^^ and, wEeffiSr as truth or othg wise, the Univers e 

r eanseTi^^f not at all except through their dS ^enoisl'"~^>n"t1ie other side the 
inSviduals, if th^ are to realise themselves pefsonairy, must specialise this 
common life, of which truth is one aspect. . . .* Ib., p. 218 : ' My real personal self 
which orders my world is in truth inseparably one with the Universe. Behind me 
the absolute reality works through and in unison with myself, and the world 
which confronts me is at bottom one thing in substance and in power with this 
re^ty.' 
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of metaphysics, and of the standard of reality and truth that 
metaphysical speculation demands, the Soul with its states, and 
the Finite Self with its uniquely private experiences, are no more 
than confused and inconsistent Appearances of Reality: ways in 
which the Real imperfectly shows itself to us so long as we move, 
not on the philosophical level of experience, but on the lower or 
uncritical levels of scientific explanation or popular theory or the 
loose thinking that is sufficient to serve the practical purposes 
of life. The Soul, in short, and the Finite Self, have no being, or 
reality, or truth, except under qualifications which are meaningless 
in metaphysics : qualifications which must be set aside as irrelevant 
if we are even to enter upon a metaphysical investigation at all. 
Yet when Bradley says that ‘truth necessarily implies an aspect of 
psychical existence', that 'a truth is no truth at all unless it 
happens in a soul', and that ‘judgements all exist psychically as 
events in me is he not putting before us assertions which — ^in his 
opinion — ^we are forced to make, not only provisionally, (not only 
as psychologists, for example, and not only for this or that limited 
purpose) but even when, examining the nature of truth and know- 
ledge as philosophers or metaphysicians,, we are resolved to push, 
so far as we can, our speculation to the end and, in doing so, tojceep 
our hold upon all' sides of the problem ■' 

To the foregoing criticism, Bradley himself would presumably 
have replied: ‘But, on my theory. Judgement and Inference and 
even Truth (ever3rthing, in short, that can fall within the province 
of Logic) are themselves no more than Appearances. Not only 
Psychology, but Logic too is, on my view, a “ special science ”. The 
Logician, as well as the Psychologist, is bound, and is rightly con- 
tent, to m ove on a lower level than the Philosopher or MefapEysF- 
dan The Logician, like the Psychologist, works with assumptions 
which are in part fictitious, and has neither the power nor the drive 
to reach more than provisional results. ’ 

It would take us too far afield from the main line of our investi- 
gation to examine Bradley's attempt to delimit psychology from 
logic, to conceive both of them as ‘special sciences', and to mark 
them off from philosophy or metaphysics. But admitting for the 
sake of argument* that logic is a ‘ special science', working within 

* 'For the sake of argument' only: for Bradley's theory of the relation of 
psychology to logic, and of both to metaphysics, is the strangest and least defen- 
sible part of his teaching. Cf. also Mure, 'The Marriage of Universals ’ (Journal of 
Philosophical SiudieSt July and Oct. 1928). 
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a hypothesis that cannot perhaps be altogether defended, i.e. that 
is perhaps metaphysically untenable ; admitting, for the sake of 
argument, that the logician is bound, and should be content, to 
make unjustified and perhaps unjustifiable assumptions, and to 
derive from them provisional and in part, perhaps, erroneous con- 
clusions — still, on Bradley’s own showing, the logician’s conception 
of the judging subject (of the subject of knowledge) is neither that 
of a Soul, in which experiences occur as ‘states’, nor that of a Self 
uniquely private and excluding all other Selves. These popular 
notions form no part of the logician’s h37pothesis — or these largely 
fictitious entities are not amongst the denizens of the domain, to 
which logic, as a 'special science’, is confined. To say, therefore, 
that a judgement ‘exists psychically as an event in me’ is false, 
in any logical context ; for within the logician’s world — and it is 
only there, ex hypoihesi, that there is such a thing as a ‘ judgement ’ 
at ^ — ^there are no Selves of this kind ; no Self, which is an I-not- 
you, or which contains cognizant experiences as psychical events 
within itself. Nor can a truth — even if, when considered as 
belonging to the ‘special domain’ of logic, it is no more than an 
appearance, an imperfect manifestation of the real — ‘happen in a 
Soul’. For in logic at all events (whatever may be the case in that 
other ‘special science’ which is psychology) the conception of a 
‘Soul and its states’ is useless, and therefore illegitimate. 

(ii) My argument so far h^ been this : it is absurd to assume that 
‘a judgement, in strict and ultimate analysis, is a fact of mind’, if 
by a ‘fact of mind’ is meant a ‘psychical fact’, i.e. a phase in the 
mental history of this or that temporal (phenomenal) self. Yet 
precisely this absurd assumption is an essential feature of the 
‘subjective’ position. 

But those who are inclined to adopt the subjective position will 
protest against this argument, and put up a defence along the 
following lines. Within a philosophical position (they will say), it 
is possible to distinguish a detail — a. plurality of features. But the 
features thus distinguished, it must be remembered, are ‘ charac- 
teristic’, are ‘essential’, only as features inseparable from one 
another and adjectival to the whole ; they must, that is, be steadily 
viewed in their context, they must be interpreted and under- 
stood subject to such qualifications as the total position imposes 
upon each and all of them. It is easy enough to reduce any philo- 
sophical position to a medley of ‘plainly untenable’ h 3 q)otheses, 
by isolating each of its characteristic features in turn, and examin- 
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ing it apart from the rest. For when that which is isolated is one 
amongst many features, all inseparable from one another and all 
adjectival to a whole, to isolate is at the least to over-emphasize, 
and so to distort. ^Now this (they will contend) is exactly what 
has happened in the present instance. For the ‘ subjective position ’ 
as a whole amounts to this. A judgement (i.e. that which alone, in 
ultimate analysis, is true or false) js an ideal product (a complex oi 
ideal elements ideally related) , and so an id:eal fact, bri a fact ofm,ind\ 
^is other than,, and therefore capable of- corresponding (or beinffl 
discordant) with, facts or complexes not thus qualified— for example, 
facts of nature or physical (nbt of mind or mental) ; qr complexes not 
ideal, but/e«Z, composed of real elements really (or 'factually') re- 
lated. ‘Itistrue/, they will perhaps admit, ‘that these ideal elements, 
if the question of their origin is to be pressed, must be regarded 
(on our view) as somebody’s ideas — ^i.e.'as sensations, ^memories, 
thoughts, which arise, occur, exist, in an individual mind. ,It is 
true, further, that, since in the judgement they are ideally related, 
they must have been combined (dr so at least it seems to us) by the 
psychical activity of some individual thinker. It is true, therefore, 
finally, that, if we are pressed, we do most certainly maintain that 
the ideal product, which is a judgement, has been brought into being 
by the psychical activity of a temporal self-y-by an activity which 
he exercises, and can only exercise, upon psychical materials, i.e. 
upon events or phases “within”, and constituting, YA^sychical 
flow. But it is not essential to our position (to our view of truth and 
falsity, and of that which is true or false) to insist upon any special, 
theory of the genesis and origin of the ideal product wliich is a 
judgement. We are prepared, for the sake of argument, to dispense 
with our assumption of a self-closed mindj possessing a psychical 
function of analysis and S5mthesis, and exercising it upon the 
psychical states and changes of itself. We fail to see what alterna- 
tive view of the making of a judgement has better warrant in the 
facts of our cognizant experience; and, in particular, we do not 
admit that the hypothesis of a vis inflnita intelligendi (a power of 
Synthetic-Analysis) rooted in the nature of things, and operating 
in and through the finite minds, is more tenable or less absurd. 
But the assumption, that has been condemned as untenable and 
absurd, is not essential to our position. Its essential features are 
t hree. First, the concept i on of that which is true or false as an 
I deal Product, i.e. a complex of ideal elements ideally related; 
sec ondly, th e ass umption that these ideal elements are sever ally 
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representati ve of realjelements or elements of fact — ^i.e. elements 
other t£an,lm:Hlndep5ndSat“of, themselves; and thirds, the con- 
ce ption of truth and falsity as (respectively) a correspondence and 
a discordance between the Ideal Product^JIhe com plex ofJilEal 
el ements) ^ d anothere md independent comp lex^ consisting of the 
resd elements’wEcElhe ideal elements severally represent.’ 

Now the weakness of this ‘defence’ is obvious. For, suppose the 
assumption we have condemned is not essential to (and that there- 
fore its absurdity must not be pressed against) the subjective 
position. Eliminate the hypothesis that the elements of a judge- 
ment are psychical events, phases of this or that embodied mind 
or psychical flow; that their relation in the judgement is ‘ideal’, 
because brought about by the psychical activity of this or that 
temporal self; that, in short, the judgement is an ‘ideal’ product, 
because you or I have ‘made’ it by our thinking, out of our ideas, 
and in our thought. What positive meaning is left to the term 
ideal} The qualification suggests, it seems, no more than that 
the elements, relations, and products, which it qualifies, are other 
than (and so capable of corresponding, or being discordant, with) 
elements, relations, and products which are ‘real’; but ‘real’ in 
this connexion means, in its turn, no more than — ^in some sense — 
not ideal, or other than that which is ideal. For it clearly will not do 
to identify real in this context with physical, since that would 
restrict the so-called ‘real’ complexes — ^the complexes, corre- 
spondence with which is truth, discordance with which is falsity — 
to physical (i.e. corporeal) facts or matter-of-fact. There could, 
therefore, be no truth or falsity except in regard to bodies, and the 
attributes, relations, and incidents of bodies. There could, for 
example, be no truth or falsity, in regard to the judgement, or any 
form of knowledge, or any theory of truth and falsity themselves. 
The assertion that ‘a judgement is an ideal product’ could not 
itself be, or express, a ‘judgement ’ : i.e. could not be either true or 
false, since no ‘real complex’ (if real means physical) is here in 
question. 

Hence, it seems impossible to deny that the assumption we have 
condemned is essential to, and ineliminable from, the subjective 
position. Nevertheless, it may not be unprofitable to forget (so far 
as that is possible) that the position — ^being based upon a funda- 
mental misconception of a mind and its experiences — ^has utterly 
collapsed; and to examine ex abtmdantia its three remaining 
‘essential features’ — ^viz. the assiimptions that a judgement is a 
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product, that its elements are representative, and that its truth or 
falsity are its correspondence and discordance with a complex 
oth^than, and independent of, itself. 

essenti al feature of the subjective position'. 'The 
judgement is a product.’ For those who hold the subjective posi- 
tion ideal — as we have seen — ^means (if it means anything positive 
at all) psychical, i.e. in, and of, a self-closed and exclusive mind ; and 
in that sense, at all events, as we have also seen, neither a judge- 
ment, nor its elements and their relations (if, indeed, within a 
judgement there are elements and relations) can be ideal. For the 
time being, however, we are to take the qualification 'ideal' on 
trust — and to consider only whether, or in what sense, a judgement 
is a product. 

The notion of a product carries with it two antitheses. 'For, first, 
a product is something composite or complex ; and, from this point 
of view, it is contrasted with simple (or relatively simple) elements, 
out of which it has been produced, of which it consists or is com- 
posed. And, secondly, a product is something that has been pro- 
duced; and, from this point of view, it is a result contrasted with 
a process. It is, that is, something finished, final, complete — ^by 
contrast with the 'producing’ from which it emerges. It emerges 
from a process — ^i.e. it is itself no stage or part thereof. It finishes 
or completes the 'producing’ as a goal that lies beyond it and 
teiminates it ab extra. 

To assume, then, that a judgement is a product is to assume 
(a) that it contains within itself two (or more) constituents or com- 
ponents ; and (J) that, while it presupposes a process, in which these 
constituents were being put together, it is itself a processless state 
(or timeless act) in which they are together. 

Now, if this analysis of the notion of a product is correct (and 
those who challenge it may be invited to explain what else they 
mean by 'product’), it needs no fresh examination to show that 
the second essential feature of the subjective position is as un- 
watrranted and indefensible as the first. It is idle, at this stage of 
our investigation, to ask whether a judgement is a result emerging 
from, and terminating, a process ; or a complex contrasted with 
certain simple (or relatively simple) constituents, which are related 
and held together within it ; or both a result and a complex to- 
gether. For these questions have already been answered in the 
negative. Unless the whole trend of the preceding Study ('The 
Search for a Datum') was wrong, there are, in the first place, no 
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elements of cognizant experience simpler or more rudimentary 
than judgement. Judgement cannot contain any constituents 
other than, and contrasted in character with, itself; it cannot be 
something composite or complex. For (so we were forced to con- 
clude) within the whole sphere of our cognizant experiences there 
is nothing, no actual form or piece of knowledge, which is not itself 
a judgement — or fundamentally and predominantly of the natmre 
of judgement. There are (we were forced to conclude) no percep- 
tions, sensations, feelings, or conceptions, in the sense of items of 
immediate knowledge — ^knowledge other than, and contrasted 
with, the discursive knowledge which is judgement. What such 
terms denote are either 'judgements’ — ^i.e. cognisances through 
and through, and essentially, inferential, and so of the nature of 
judgement — or 'moments’ inseparable from, though distinguish- 
able by reflection upon, some actual form or piece of knowledge; 
i.e. ‘moments’ which presuppose (for their being, and their being 
distinguished) a judgement, not items it presupposes, not elements 
of v^ch it consists or is composed. 

/'And, in the second place , to suggest that a jud geme nt is a ra wlt 
Aontrastedwith a p r^ss. and m that s^nse and .so far a product, 
is to propound a nionstrous £aradox_ For" if the antithesis of 
xesuirmia~prDcess is to be applied within the region of our cogni- 
zant experiences at all, there can be no hesitation on which side 
of the division judgements would have to fall. The antithesis, as 
we argued, is not applicable — or not so as to constitute or mark a 
division. But simongst those who apply it, and who endeavour to 
maintain the division, nobody would look to judgement as exem- 
plifying the kind of knowledge which is a 'timeless state or act’. 
On the contrary: a judgement, they would all agree, is the typical 
example of the kind of knowledge which is a process, i.e. which 
unfolds itself and develops through a period of time.^ 

It is difficult to treat the suggestion that a judgement is a 'pro- 
duct ’ with any kind of patience or respect. For the antitheses of 
result and process, and of complex and constituents, are inapplic- 
able not only to a judgement — ^not only to anything which, likp. a 
judgement, is a 'spiritual fact’, a reality that is the experience of 
a mind.® They are inapplicable far below that level. It is, for 

* Cf. above. Study II, pp. 69-72, 127, 151-2. In other words, if it were 

possible to apply Anstotle*s antithesis between Klvijais and h>ipyeui so as to divide 
tte forms of knowledge into two contrasted groups, judgements would obvmusly 
Ix3.v6 to bo reckoned, sis sis hfcpycuxim 

* Cf. Study II, pp, 85-7. 
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example, impossible to characterize, in terms of these antitheses, 
the phenomena or the facts which belong to the sphere of life. 
The living thing — ^the plant, or animal, or man — ^is {qua living, and 
not more than living, not sentient, for example, or self-conscious) 
neither simple nor complex, but single-in-complexity or ‘ concrete 
It is so, through and through, and in all its proper parts and func- 
tions, i.e. in all the detail which, belonging to it qua hving, is itself 
instinct with life. There is nothing in it, or ‘ of ’ it, which is simple 
as contrasted with complex or complex as contrasted with simple. 
And its life is neither ‘ process ’ nor ‘ result but an actuality which 
— ^if we try to speak of it in these terms — ^we can only characterize 
as process and result in one. Thus, there are (it would commonly 
be said) certain ‘ vital processes ’ — digestion, for example, assimila- 
tion, circulation of the blood, breathing, &c. — in which ‘the life’ of 
an animal consists. And the statement is true, if properly under- 
stood. Its life is these processes, and these processes are its life; 
for its life is the whole which differentiates and integrates itself in 
them, and the result which, throughout their contmuance, is pro- 
ducing, developing, and fulfilling itself. But (it is hardly necessary 
to add) the life of an animal does not consist 0/ these processes — ^i.e. 
contain them as separate or separable constituents; nor is it a 
result beyond them — a processless state to which they lead, in 
which they terminate. The only state ‘beyond them’ — ^the only 
state to which they lead and in which they terminate — ^is death. 

What, then, it may be asked, becomes of the traditional analysis 
of the judgement into subject, predicate, and copula, or into 
subject and predicate ? Admitting that ‘product’ is an unsuitable 
term to use, stiU — ^it may be objected — ‘nobody can reflect upon a 
judgement without recognizing that it presupposes, has brought 
together, and holds within its unity, two distinguishable elements 
or factors — ^the logical subject, or something about which we are 
thinking, axiST^EETogicdl predicate or something fresh which in the 
judgement we thiKk about it’. 

What we have set aside is not the analysis of the judgement into 
logical subject and predicate, but a particular — and erroneous — 
interpretation of it. No judgement is a product ; it is neither the 
result of a process, which it presupposes but excludes, nor is it 
composed of simpler constituents (elements, parts, factors) colli- 
gated by a relation. So much has been denied ; and the ‘ traditional 
analysis’ is not touched by the denial, unless it is misinterpreted. 

For the analysis — as the objector himself admits — ^is reached by 

- , — - — — , — - ^ 
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reflection upon the judgement, by the phflosophical^reflection of 
"thTlo^ainr If c3f^ us,~Tlr^^6re, distinguishable phases of the 
' judgement, not stages preliminary to it, nor factors separable 
■within it. The logical subject and the predicate, in short, which the 
analysis distinguishes, are offered to us not as constituents of a 
complex, but as moments constituting a self-fulfilling discwsus — 
a whole essentially ‘concrete’. 

I wifi try to make this plainer by commenting briefly upon a 
passage in H. W. B. Joseph’s IrtiroducUon to Logics 

‘We may dis'tinguish’, the author there says, ‘three subjects, the 
logical, the grammatical, and the ultimate or metaphysical. That the 
logical subject is not the same as the grammatical subject of the sentence 
is readily apprehended. The proposition Belladonna dilates the pupil 
may be an answer either to the question What dilates the pupil?, or What 
do you know of belladonna ? In either case the grammatical subject is 
belladonna ; but the logical subject is in the former case dilating the 
pupil ; that is what we are thinking about, and about that the judge- 
ment informs us that belladonna ■will effect it ; in the latter case, the 
logical subject is belladonna, and about that the judgement informs us 
that it produces this effect. This distinction of logical subject and 
predicate is always present in thought when we judge, though sometimes 
the logical subject may be very vague, as when we say it rains or it is 
hot. . . .’ 

Now, as I imderstand this passage, the distinction of logical 
subject and predicate is said to be ‘always present in thought 
when we judge’.® This distinction is what I have called a distinc- 
tion of moments constituting the thought {fhe judgement) and not 
a distinction of constituents — ^for example, not a contrast between 
successive stages of the thought, or separable coexistent com- 
ponents of it. That this is so — ^that this is what the author means 
— ^is clear, I think, if we bear in mind the context in which this 
passage occurs; if, in particular, we attach due weight to the 
emphatic statements at the beginning of the chapter® that ‘ jndgp.- 
^ment is t be-f ann in which our though ,t.x>f~thiBg54 s*re^ z^’, that 
‘ terms come beforeus only as elei^nts in a judgement’, that ‘they 
live, as it were, in a medium of contihuous judging and thinkmg^ 

^ Second edition, pp. 166-7. 

® Not because in judging we are always aware of the distinction explicitly and 
as such (for that is clearly not the case), but because the distinction belongs to 
iiie judgement proper — ^i.e. to the thought expressed in the proposition, not to the 
linguistic form (the form of the sentence) in which it is expressed. 

3 Loc. cit., p. 139. 
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and that ‘their use in question, command, exclamation, or wish 
presupposes judgement judgement, qua significant act of 
thought, is a deterrninate^dvance in knowledge. It is either a 
significant act of a given individual’s thought— a'^tep forward, so 
to speak, in his education, a development by which his knowledge 
expands or grows towards the level already attained by the expert 
or the man of science; or it is a significant act of the expert’s 
thought — a step forward, so to speak, in the progress of a science, 
a development by which the best and fullest knowledge available 
at the time expands and grows towards a still higher level. In 
either case, in every judgement, when the logician reflects upon it, 
he must clearly distinguish (a) a cert ain extent and level of know- 
ledge which it develops or exfiands — ^what Bosanquet somewhere 
^anstfie”‘l^owing-pbint ’ of the knowledge, and {b) the ‘ outgrowth ’' 
^^i.e. the expansion or development effected in, and by, the judge- 
ment in question. We may call the first the ‘logical subject’ ; and 
we may say of it, as Joseph does, that it is ‘what we are thinking 
about' in the judgement — or, as Bosanquet says, that it is the 
‘ growing-point ’ of the knowledge embodied in the judgement. But 
we must not be misled (and I do not suggest thji t either Joseph or 
Bosanquet is misled) by these descriptions, [^^at we are think- 
ing about’ is not detachable from what in this, and in other, 
judgements we think about it. It is, for example (m Joseph’s 
example), not a Belladonna apprehended by a non-discursive or 
conceptual knowledge — not a conceptual constituent to which 
another conceptual constituent is added by the judgement. The 
Belladonna we are ‘thinking about’ is something which, as we 
think about it, shows itself to require the predicate — ^i.e. we can 
only think about it, by completing the judgement. And the 
‘growing-point’, similarly, is not, so to speak, a first part or stage 
of the judgement, to which there is annexed or succeeds, as a 
second stage, the ‘outgrowth’. One must think rather of a germ 
which is itself developing throughout the judgement — so that the 
growing and that which grows are inseparable sides (not parts or 
stages) of the total development, the total advance of knowledge, 
whi^ is the judgement. 

Third essential fea ture of the subjective position: the sup- 
posed 'representative ’ cEiracIer of the~ideas~(or ideal elements) 
of the judgement. 

A judgement (we have seen) is not ideal m the only sense of that 
term which seems available to the advocates of the subjective 
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position ; i.e. it is not a psychical fact — ^not a fact of the individual 
mind, made by its 'psychical’ activities out of its 'psychical' 
states or changes. And in any case no judgement is a product. It 
is neither a result contrasted vidth a process, nor yet a process con- 
trasted with a result. It is a self-development. It is a ' process ’ (if 
we will use so inapplicable a term) which most paradoxically does 
not lead to, but is its result; or a 'result’ which (again, most 
paradoxically) is throughout in process — ^i.e. producing and ful- 
filling itself. Nor are there any elements of which a judgement 
is composed. Its unity is not that of a compound or a complex ; 
and yet it is not abstractly one^ not 'one’ as a rniit, atom, instant, 
or point, are (severally) 'one*. It is concretely one, i.e. its unity is 
that of ' a whole ’. It is ' a whole ’', however, which has no separable 
parts — ^i.e. which is logically prior to the conception of its parts, 
and really prior (or, at all events, not posterior) to their being. 

The subjective position, then, since it involves the impossible 
assumption that a judgement is a 'product’, is itself untenable. 
Yet it will be instructive to examine the two remaining ' essential 
features’ of the 'subjective position’ — ^to examine them inde- 
pendently, and (so to speak) without prejudice, as though it were 
stiU an open question whether the judgement is not,, after all, in 
strict and ultimate analysis, an ideal (i.e. a psychical) product. 

These two remaining assumptions, it will be remembered,* are 
concerned with the distinctive character or fimction of the judge- 
ment — viz. that it alone is, and must be, either true or false. They 
are so bound up together that it is impossible to examine either 
without eo ipso (at least by implication) examming also the other. 
According to the first, the ideas or ideal elements, of which a judge- 
ment is composed, differ from all other simple psychical facts, in 
that each of them 'represents’ a determinate element other than, 
and independent of, itself. To represent, stand for, refer to, a deter- 
minate Other — this is the characteristic property of every idea (of 
every sensation, imagination, thought), differentiating it from all 
other incomposite states or events, which coexist and succeed one 
another as modes of the embodied mind, as phases of the conscious 
stream which is its actual being. And, according to the second, 
these representative elements are so related in the complex 
psychical fact, which is a judgement, that it must be either true dr 
false. For, taken as a whole, it must either correspond, or be dis- 
cordant with another ' complex fact ’, another complex of elements-^ 

* Cf. above, pp. 182-4, 213. 
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in-relation— viz. one that is composed of the elements represented 
by the ideas; and precisely such a correspondence is ‘truth’, and 
such a discordance ‘falsity’. 

Consider, then, briefly the supposed representative character of 
ideas. A may ‘ represent ’ or ‘ stand for ’ B in a variety of ways ; but 
two only need in this connexion concern us. 

(a) A copy — for example, a portrait — ‘ represents ’ or ‘ stands for ’ 
its original. It resembles it ; i.e. it is, for all its difference, visibly 
in certain respects identical with it ; it is a (more or less exact) 
‘likeness’ of it. 

In this sense, it will be remembered, Locke attributed a ‘repre- 
sentative character’ to some of the Simple Ideas of Sensation. 
Some of them, he asserted, are ‘exact likenesses’ of real qualities 
of the external bodies.' If, for example, I look at a snowball,* the 
action of that external body upon my organs of sense (and nervous 
system) ‘conveys’ into my brain (or mind) a number of Simple 
Sensations ; and, amongst them, a Sensation, or Idea, of Roundness 
which ‘represents’ a primary quality of the snowball (viz. its 
shape), as a copy ‘represents’ its original. The idea, as it occurs 
and exists, is a psychical event in me, a mode or phase of my 
‘private’ conscious being. It is this — ^viz. a passing state of my 
own embodied mind — ^that I immediately perceive. But, in per- 
ceiving it, I apprehend, mediately through it (through it as ‘repre- 
sentative’), the original, from which it was derived, and of which 
it is a copy — ^viz. the actual shape of a body in the physical 
(‘public’) world. 

So too, as we saw,^ 'Ideas’ — ^i.e. those simple (incomposite) 
occurrences in the soul, those modifications of it, which are sensa- 
tions, imaginations, conceptions — are assumed by Aristotle in the 
De Interpr. to resemble (and therefore to represent or reveal to us) 
facts.^ According to the analysis he there gives of the anoj/avats 

— ^that simple declaration of historical fact which he treats as the 
basal and t37pical form of judgement^ — ^the tw6 Ideas, of which 
it is the combination, are ‘likenesses’ {ofiom^ara) respectively of 
a substance (for example, Theaetetus) and of an act or passion 
of a substance (for example, running or sitting).^ 

* Cl above, Study II, pp, 1 11-20. 

® Cf. Locke, Essay, ii. 8, §§ 7-8. 

3 Cl above Study III, pp. 184-94. Cf. above, pp. 192-4. 

® To prevent misunderstanding, let me repeat (above, p. 189, note) that, in 
view of Aristotle’s treatment of perception and conception in the De Anima, the 
statement {De Intevpv. 16* 7) that the Tra^Tjuara t^s 3,re ofcoicu/xara of ra 
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It is Tinnecessary to spend much time in examining the assump- 
tion that ideas — ^i.e. psychical events, phases, and modes of my 
conscious being — ‘represent' facts by resembling them, by being 
‘ likenesses ’ or ‘ copies ’ of them. On this point, Berkeley’s criticism 
of Locke seems unanswerable."^ The gist of that criticism, as it 
bears upon the supposed resemblance of the idea of roundness to 
the real shape of an ‘external’ body, was reproduced before^ and 
need not be repeated. 

Ideas, which are conceived ah initio as phases of a self-closed 
consciousness, cannot possibly ‘resemble’ elements, incidents, or 
characters of a corporeal reality — ^i.e. of a reality conceived ah 
initio as excluding (as contrasted with, and mdependent of) all 
‘minds’ and their ‘ideas’. ‘Anuidea’ (so Berkeley formulates the 
principle of his criticism) ‘ can be like no thing but anjdea’ ; and 
clearly, if by an idea we are to mean a psychical [in contrast to a 
physical) fact, there is nothing more to be said. What we are asked 
to assume is that those psychical events which are ‘ideas’ are in 
certain respects identical — ^perceptibly identical — ^with physical 
originals ; and obviously, under the circumstances, we cannot make 
, such an assumption without naked self-contradiction.^ 

But A may ‘ represent ’ or ‘ stand for ’ B — at least, may ‘ suggest ’ 
B or ‘have a reference’ to it — ^without resembling it, or being a 
‘likeness’ of it. For A may be a sign or signal of B, or a symbol of 
it. Thus (to quote a few simple examples) a high temperature is a 
sign of fever (a arjyi^iov, crvfnrrcofM, i.e. an effect from which we may 
conjecture fever as its cause) ; a red flag a sign or signal of danger 
(i.e. a warning of it in accordance with an accepted code) j the fox 
a sjmbol of curming (i.e. a pre-eminent sensible embodiment of the 
quality). The connexion between the ‘ representative ’ element and 
that which it represents is different in each of these examples, and 
it admits, no doubt, of still further variatidK But in general we 

TTpayfLara cannot safely be taken as adequately expressing his final and considered 
doctrine. Nor, of course, must it be supposed that Aristotle would have agreed 
■ with Locke that each soul with its modifications constitutes a self-closed sphere, 
or that in perception and judgement I am primarily and immediately aware of 
psychical occurrences in myself. 

* Cf. Principles of Human Knowledge, part i, §§ 8 ff . 

* Cf. Study II, p. 1 19, note 3. 

® Cf. however, above. Study II, pp. 1 15-17, on the ambiguity of Locke’s use of 
'idea’. Would Berkeley’s criticism be fatal if an 'idea of sensation’ = an image 
or impression stamped on the brain (a phantasma) ? Or even if it equals a state 
of my consciousness in which I am immediately aware of (= 'enjoying’) such 
a corporeal modification ? See (in Mind, vol. iv, no. 14) Bradley’s article, ' In 
What Sense are Psychical States Extended ? * 
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can say of it negatively that it involves no resemblance of the con- 
nected elements, i.e. they are not related as copy and original ; and 
positively that the sign, signal, or symbol ‘suggests’, ‘refers’ or 
‘points’ to, a determinate object other than itself. 

Can we then assume — as Locke* at times assumes, and as many 
logicians appear to hold — ^that ideas are differentiated from all 
other psychical events because they are ‘signs’ or ‘signals’ or* 
‘sjmibols’ of things; because they ‘refer’ or ‘point’ the mind — in 
which they occur, or to which they belong — to facts or characters 
of fact beyond and other than itself ? 

Two considerations are fatal to such an assumption — ^and fatal 
also to the preceding form of the assumption which has already 
been disposed of on other, more special, grounds. 

Vox, first, it is manifest that* a ‘“sign” or “symbol”’ (and, 
equally, a ‘signal’ or a ‘copy’) ‘impUes the recognition of its indi- 
vidual existence, and this recognition is not implied in an “idea”. ’ 
And secondly, if it is to represent or refer to B (whether as a sign, 
signal, or symbol, or as a copy of it), B must be in some sense 
known or knowable independently of A. Yet, in the case supposed, 
it is only through A — viz. only through my ‘ ideas ’, in virtue of their 
representative or mediating function — ^that I am able, for the first 
time, to know B (viz. to know the facts they represent). 

As to the first of these two considerations : If I am to diagnose fever, 
to be warned of danger, to think of cunning, to be reminded of the 
original of a portrait — clearly I must apprehend the rise of tem- 
perature, the red flag, the fox, the painted canvas. I must appre- 
hend each of them as it occurs or exists — each as a singular event 
or fact, having its own nature and existence (its own what and that). 
And this ‘recognition of the individual existence’ of the represen- 
tative is an m^spensable condition of its representing, i.e. of its 
serving to me as a sign (signal, symbol, likeness) of, anything 
whatever. 

But now consider, on the other hand, an actual cognizant ex- 
perience — my present perception, say, or.judgement.^ In perceiv- 
ing — ^fbr example, in seeing a red flag or in hearing a chord — I do 
not see or hear or otherwise apprehend the processes of my seeing 
or hearing, or any constituent events or phases of those processes. 

* Cf. above, Study II, pp. 120--1 ; Study III, pp. 197-8. 

® As Bradley {Logic^, p. 38, note 4) expresses it. 

^ Cf. 'Psychical Process' {Mind, n.s. no. 69, § 3), I am drawing freely upon 
this article in what follows. 
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Whatever those processes or those events may be — ^whatever may 
be the physical and psychical mechanism of my perceiving — ^at least 
they are not what I see or hear or apprehend when I see the red 
flag or hear the chord. I am not aware of the image on my retina, 
nor of the rods and cones, nor of my organ of Corti; not aware of 
them, nor of any change in them. Nor am I aware (for that is 
here the point) of any 'Idea' — ^any sensation or perception, any 
'psychical event’, or 'sequence of events’ (or ‘process’), which 
accompanies (or which, on reflection, I may suppose to have 
accompanied) these physical changes. In short, when I perceive x 
— ^whatever x may be — I do not see, or hear, or otherwise appre- 
hend, any process or mechanism, physical or psychical or psycho- 
physical, which is (or may be) involved in my perceiving. I do not, 
in perceiving, perceive the processes (or any parts or phases of the 
processes) of my own percipience. "^atever these processes may 
be, they are not something through perceiving which I perceive x] 
nor are they something which (normally, at aU events)* I perceive 
along with x. For me, qua perceiving x, they are nothing at all. 

This is so obvious in the case of perception, that I am ashamed 
to dwell upon it. Between my perceiving and the x (the red flag, 
the chord) which, in perceiving, I apprehend, there intervenes no 
idea — ^no psychical event or process — of which I am immediately 
aware, and through which (as through a sign or sjmbol or copy) my 
perceiving is mediated with the x which is its object. And this is 
no less obvious in the case of judgement. 

For in the judgement, for example, that Caesar was a great 
general, or that Philosophy is full of intricate problems, a total con- 
crete fact — ^a fact single in its complexity — ^is developing itself and 
being constructed, is emerging and being brought before my mind. 
My judging is a discursus — a synthetic-analysis — ^in which this 
concrete fact (say, Caesar’s greatness as a general, ox the intricacy of 
philosophical problems) both comes-to-be and is constructed (is pro- 
duced and constitutes itself), both shows itself and is brought out 
(i.e. is known) .* But in thus (discursively) ‘ knowing ’ the total self- 
developing fact, I do not know (I am not normally aware of)^ any 
process of bringing (or of having) it before my mind. If there is 

^ I add this reservation, because I do not wish to deny or to afi&rm, or to re-open 
the discussion (cf. above. Study II, pp. 128-32) of, 'Introspection*. The whole 
question is irrelevant to my present point. 

® Cf. Study II, pp. 70-2 ; Study III, pp. 215-20. 

3 I add the same reservation as before i^ot normally) ^ and for the same reason 
(cf.p. 223). 
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such a process ; if there is ‘ a psychical process’ of judging — ^neither 
it, nor the successive psychical events (the 'ideas’) which are its 
constituent phases, are anything /oy the judging subject, in so far 
as, and while, he is judging. Awareness of these psychical events, 
or of this psychical process, need not (does not normally) accom- 
pany, and is never a condition of, the judgement. Between my 
judging and the concrete fact, which in (and through) my judging 
I may be said to ‘ know ’,' there intervenes no Idea — ^i.e. no psychi- 
cal event, no phase or change of my conscious being, of which 
I am immediately aware, and through which (as through a sign 
or symbol or copy) my judging is mediated with the concrete fact 
‘be-judged’ and {in that sense) 'known’. 

The second consideration^ is as obvious and familiar as the first. 
If A is to represent B to me, or to refer me to B, both elements (B as 
well as A) must be in some sense ‘ known ’ to me, and ‘ known ’ each 
independently of the other. Not only so — ^the relation of A to B 
(i.e. the connexion, whatever it is, whereby the first of these 
independently known elements refers me to the second) must in a 
sense already be 'known’ to me. It must force itself upon my 
recognition as a particular case of, or as a corollary from, some 
principle of connexion belonging to an established system, which 
I ‘know’ at all events in the sense that I have accepted, and am 
working with, it. If fever, danger, cunning, were utterly unknown 
to me, how could I be led to think of them by my perception of the 
rise of temperature in the patient, of the red flag, of the fox ? And 
were it not for my acceptance of (say) the orthodox rules of 
medical diagnosis, a particular code of signals for the regulation 
of traf&c, a given system of principles of symbolism founded upon 
a determinate artistic or literary convention — ^the rise of tempera- 
ture might be to me a symptom of emotion (not of fever), the red 
flag a signal of safety (not of danger), and the fox a symbol of speed 
(not cunning). 

Now the assumption we set out to examme is that some amongst 
my psychical events — some of the uniquely singular and 'private’ 
phases of my conscious being — are distinguished by their repre- 
sentative character. They possess, that is, the function of ‘repre- 
senting’, each of them, a determinate fact or character of fact in 

* Only in the guarded sense already explained. For (cf., e.g., above. Study II, 
p. 70) it must not be supposed that in judging (or, for that matter, even in 
perceiving) we are confronted with, and directly ‘apprehend’, an object. 

® Above, p. 223, 
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the ‘public’ world; in a world other than, and beyond, the self- 
dosed conscious flow which is my embodied mind. And precisely 
because these psychical events possess this representative function, 
they are (so we are invited to assume) ‘ideas’, i.e. elements capable 
of being combined into a judgement — ^into that ideal product which 
must be true or false, and so is (or may be) a constituent ‘piece ’ of 
knowledge. But since (as we have just seen) the scheme of repre- 
sentative and represented presupposes knowledge — ^viz. knowledge 
of both terms independently of one another, and knowledge also 
of a principle, of which their connexion is an example or a corollary 
— ^it is evidently impossible to make the assumption in question. 
To make it, is to turn round and round in a maze of self-contra- 
diction. Without judgement, ex hypothesi, no truth, and so no 
knowledge of any kind ; and without ideas, again ex hypothesi, no 
judgement. Yet unless I already have knowledge of some kind, 
my psychical events can ‘represent’ to me nothing; while, unless 
some of my psychical events possess for me a representative 
function, I have no ‘ideas’ — and, having no ideas, I am incapable 
of Tnakiug a judgement, and so incapable also of knowledge. 

(J) The preceding considerations are fatal to the assumption 
that some of my psychical events can serve to me as ‘signs’ or 
‘s3rmbols’ or ‘copies’, through which I become /or the first time 
cognizant of facts beyond, and other than, my own embodied 
mind, my own conscious existence and its phases. But' such an 
assumption, it must be admitted, was hardly worth examining. 
It might no doubt be imputed to Locke by a rigid and uns3an- 
pathetic interpretation of some of his statements. But it is not in 
this sense that any modem logician would dream of attributing a 
‘representative function’ to ideas. When ideas are said to repre- 
sent facts — to have an objective reference, to be ‘signs’ or 
‘symbols’ (or even ‘copies’) of a reality beyond themselves — 
something very different, and much more plausible, is meant ; and 
this more plausible form of the assumption must be briefly 
examined.^ 

Ideas, we are to suppose, are psychical events, are phases of 
some individual’s conscious life. But this does not mean that they 
are nothing but the lapsing of his consciousness, the occurring of 

* The view I am going to state is akin to (perhaps identical with) the view put 
forward by Bradley in the first edition of his Logic (Chapter I : cf . above, pp. 205- 
12). But I wish to treat it without raising any historical question — ^without 
discussing how far Bradley did in fact maintain it, either at the beginning of his 
philosophical development, or throughout and to the end. 
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his psychical events. In every phase there is a content ; in every 
event (even in a psychical event) there is a somewhat occurring. 
And it is the ‘representative function’ of its whai or content that 
distinguishes an idea from every other psychical event or phase 
oije. conscious life. 

ideas, then (considered not qua ‘occurring’ to me, or qua 
‘ passing through ’ my mind, but as the contents of these occurrences, 
or as what is thus ‘ passing ’) , have a ‘ representative function ’. But 
here again we must be careful, if we are not to caricature the 
doctrine. For, in the first place, it must be remembered that — ^if 
we are speaking of the actual judgement as it is made — ^ideas are 
nothing apart from their use. It is not (if we are to speak accurately) 
the ideas which ‘ have a representative function ’. It is rather that 
I, in judging, am using the contents of my psychical events — am 
n ring what happens and passes in my mind — ^as images or signs of 
something beyond, and am thus transcending the privacy of my 
conscious flow and moving in a common or ‘public’ world. Next, 
it must be remembered that (normally, at aU events) I am not 
conscious, while I am judging, of the psychical events I transcend, 
nor of the fact or manner of my transcendence. Normally, at aU 
events, this is a hidden mechanism of the judgement — one, of 
which the judging subject is unaware. In thinking of, in judging 
about, an absent friend, ‘ images ’ of his face and movements ‘ rise ’, 
no doubt, and ‘ pass before ’ and ‘ through ’ my mind. But — ^unless, 
for some special reason, I wish to reflect upon and study the inner 
mechanism of my judgement — I am not aware of the images apart 
from the originals they suggest (not aware of them, that is, in their 
individual occurrence and content), nor of any act or process of 
transcendence by which I am led on from the former to the latter. 
And, lastly, when my ideas are said to have a representative 
function, of course it is not meant that they suggest to me objects 
or facts, of which otherwise I am totally ignorant. That, as we 
have seen, is impossible and absurd. But my absent friend, for 
example, was at one time present to me. And, as I now think about 
him and his doings, the ‘images’, which pass through my mind, 
refer me beyond themselves to an original which in part and in a 
sense I already know, and know independently of them. ‘ In part ’ 
and ‘in a sense’; for what I become cognizant of, through the 
mechanism of my present judgement, is my friend as he now is and 
acts — ^not my friend and his movements as I formerly perceived 
them. And if this (viz. my friend as he now is and acts) is the 



228 WHAT IS IT THAT IS TRUE OR FALSE? 

‘ original ’ which my images suggest and ‘ represent it is an original 
which, in the main and in its completeness, must be admitted to 
emerge, to constitute itself, and to become known, only in and by 
the help of my present judgement.* 

What are the grounds for postulating this latent mechanism in 
the judgement? So far as I can see, the supposed ‘mechanism' — 
of which, admittedly, the judging subject, qua judging, knows 
nothing, knows neither the ‘images’ or ‘signs’, nor their represen- 
tative action, nor the precise and bare elements they represent — 
is a fiction. ‘But’, it may be said, ‘if it is a fiction, at least it is 
based upon a genuine characteristic of human thinking. For it 
seems indisputable that our thinking is immersed in, inseparably 
one with, sensuous imagery — ^var3dng no doubt in kind (visual, 
auditory, &c.), in vividness and intensity. At all events, though to 
judge is most certainly not to imagine, yet, if we reflect upon the 
movement of our thought which is our judging, what we find — always, 
it seems, and only — ^is a flow of imagery, a succession of “images” 
or at least of “ signs”. ’ 

It will be remembered that the whole question whether it is 
possible to reflect upon and study this or that specific acting of the 
mind in its cognizant experiences — ^perceiving (say) or judging — 
was discussed at length, and eventually answered in the negative, 
in Study II.* Unless and until the arguments in that earlier dis- 
cussion are refuted, the negative conclusion, to which they forced 
us, must be pressed against all attempts to discover by reflection 

* The view, which I have tried to state, has lost (I fear) most of its plausibility 
in the statement. For it is, in fact, bound up with certain fundamental assump- 
tions, which were examined and rejected in Study II. To make it plausible, it 
would be necessary to take for granted the immediacy of sensuous knowledge — ^i.e. 
to accept and work with the assumption of facts or elements of reality, which 
are (or may be) directly and infallibly apprehended in sensation, sentience, or 
sense-perception. It would be necessary also to take for granted a view of judge- 
ment which has been repudiated more than once. We should have to accept and 
work with the (indefensible) assumption that the reality, the total fact, which we 
know (or try to know) by way of judgement, does not itself enter into the discursive 
movement. Qua discursive, that is, the judgement is subjective ; our intellectual 
arranging and developing, our synthesis and analysis of the contents of our 
psychical events. As a form or way of knowledge, on the other hand, the judge- 
ment is an 'act of reference' — ^a direct afiarmation (or negation) that the result of 
this subjective discursus is 'real', actually qualifies (or does not qualify) the 
nnmoving and undeveloping 'reality' or fact. In a true afiarmative judgement, 
for example, the ideal content, which has been elaborated in the discursus, is 
referred to, and accepted as its adjective by, a substantial real — ^a fact confronting 
us while we judge, much as the data of sense and the objects of perception are 
(erroneously) supposed to confront us while we sensate and sensuously perceive. 

^ Cf. above, pp. 144-52. 
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the ‘inner mechanism’ of the discursive movement which is our 
activity of judging. Every such attempt, it must be insisted, is, in 
the nature of the case, foredoomed to failure; for it is the self- 
stultif3dng endeavour to study the abstracted subject — ^the 
abstracted subjective moment — of cognizance, i.e. to study that 
which ex vi termini cannot, without ceasing to be itself, be made or 
become an object. ‘If we reflect upon our judging, what we find — 
always and only — ^is a succession of images. ’ We find, therefore, 
not characteristics of a cognizant activity, not details of the 
mechanism of our judging — ^but objects of cognizance, objects per- 
haps not of judging at all but of some other cognizant activity. 

‘But’, it may be said, ‘is not our thinking in fact immersed in 
imagery ? ’ ‘ Immersed in imagery’ is a vague phrase. Let us admit 
— ^what seems to be meant and to be true — ^that imagining or 
imaging (in one form or another) accompanies all (or most) of our 
thinking. Let us go farther and admit (what is perhaps more 
doubtful) that no human mind can think which is not also imagin- 
ing, and even that imagining is in some manner an indispensable 
condition of our thinking.’' It still does not foUow that thinking 
(judging) is imagining, nor that imagining — and stiU less that 
jud|3Jjg — ^is a procession or a combination of images. 

Fourth essential feature of the subjective J>osition;. The view 
that truth is the correspondence, and falsity the discordance, of a 
judgement (a combination of ideal or ‘representing’ elements) and 
a matter-of-fact (a ‘real’ complex, or a nexus of the elements repre- 
sented by the ideal elements of the judgement in question). 

If, as I have tried to show, there are no ideal elements of the 
judgement ; or none at least which, being psychical events or their 
contents, ‘represent’ to the judging subject elements beyond, and 
independent of, the phases of his conscious being — the last of the 
four assumptions, which seem essential to the subjective position, 
has been already, by implication, examined and condemned.^ It is 
obviously impossible to conceive truth as the correspondence, and 
falsity as the discordance, between two complexes of elements-in- 
relation, each taken as a whole — ^viz. between a complex of ideal (or 
‘representing’) elements and a complex of real elements (or elements 
which the former ‘represent’). 

The net result of our ‘closer scrutiny’ of the subjective position 
is, therefore, this: Far from being a coherent hypothesis, it is a 

* Cl Arist*, D& Anima, 431* 16-17: o^8^7roT€ voct av^o (ftavrdajAaros 17 

* Cf. above, p. 219. 



230 WHAT IS IT THAT IS TRUE OR FALSE? 

medley of assumptions, severally indefensible, if not mutually 
incompatible. Within its outlines, or upon the basis they enclose, 
it is impossible to develop an intelligent and intelligible account 
either of the judgement (as that which is true or false) or of its 
truth and falsity.* And with this negative conclusion, we should 
be justified in passmg on to the second of the typical positions (the 
objective position) which were to be considered.® Y et the view that 
truth is a correspondence (falsity a discordance) of our discursive 
knowledge (our judgements) with the facts we think about and 
thus (i.e. discursively) know (or strive and fail to know) is so 
common, and seems at first sight so plausible, that I hesitate to 
dismiss it Avithout some direct examination — ^more especially 
because an unconscious prejudice in its favour often blocks the 
way to the adoption of the theory which, later,^ I must try to 
defend. 

The view of truth as correspondence (so to call it, for short) 
‘properly belongs’ to the ‘subjective position’ ;* i.e. it is the most 
natural (indeed, seemingly the only possible) answer to the question 
‘ What is Truth? ’, if we start by assuming that knowledge in general, 
and judgement in particular, fall ‘within’ (or are phases of) the 
subject’s conscious being, and that what he knows or ‘ thinks about ’ 
(the objects of knowledge) are facts ‘external’ to (‘without’) his 
mind. To adopt the subjective position (it seems clear) is to be 
committed in principle to the view of truth as correspondence in 
one form or another — and it is at least doubtful® whether it is 


* Cf. above, p. 204. 

* Cl above, p. 181. 

3 Below, § 15. 

Above, p. 181. 

^ If I understand him rightly, Mr. Bertrand Russell {Philosophical Essays, 
pp, 170—85) attempts to maintain that truth is correspondence, while repudiating 
altogether the subjective position in regard to judgement. Judgement, he suggests, 
i s a relation of a mind to a complex-olterms ; and truth. i s, the correspondence o f 
t his c^m3^ "ol«tSrmr][€K i?o^^ i nJ ^emong*s terminology ; or this proi^osition , 

Moore and Russell himself in otherjworks) wit h a real 
c ompe xr"‘SomFoFlSirTtatemente, suggest a dijderent — ^but equally 
unc^vincing — ^theory, viz , that tnithis the correspondence of a complex-olterms 
qua related to a judging mind (i.^ qua the 'objective* of, or in, a judgement) wilh 
t he^sm^ comlSIex qua easting in 

reS 5 Qnl^birmTTii 3 )T^ee HosSq Logic^ vol. ii, pp. 276-88. As we 

shall see presently (below, § 14) Russell in other works maintains yet another 
view: viz. that propositions — ^tunelessly subsisting entities independent of mind 
and all the acts or attitudes of mind — ^are true or false, and that is an end of the 
matter. Truth and falsity, that is, are qualities immediately characterizing certain 
self-subsistent entities. (Cf. Mind, vol. xiii, p. 523.) 
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possible to conceive truth as correspondence except within the 
outlines of that position.* 

Correspondence is a correlation; and in the correspondence, 
which is truth, each party to the correlation ‘corresponds’, of 
course, with the other. But the correlaia are not on the same level. 
The ideal complex is subordinate to the real complex. The facts 
(or the ‘matter-of-fact’) constitute the standard, hy adjustment to 
which our judgement is true. The facts, the matter-of-fact, are 
there in their own right (so to speak), fixed and unalterable ; while 
the judgements are being brought into conformity with them, are 
being made so that they may correspond ‘to’ them, or ‘with’ 
them. The real complex, in short (or the matter-of-fact), stands to 
the ideal complex (or the judgement) as an original which the latter 
is to resemble or copy (which it is to reproduce in a different 
medium), or to which it is to provide a non-resembling, but analo- 
gous, counterpart.* 

* Notice in this connexion [a) a passage in Bradley's Logic^ (p. 43) : * We reflect 
about judgment, and, at first of course, we think we understand it. Our conviction 
is that it is concerned with fact ; but we also see that it is concerned with ideas. 
And the matter seems at this stage quite simple. We have a junction or synthesis 
of ideas in the mind, and this junction expresses a similar junction of facts outside. 
Truth and fact are thus given to us together, the same thing, so to speak, in 
different hemispheres or diverse elements.' Starting, that is, as most people do, in 
the subjective position, it seems obvious to us at first that truth is correspondence, 
or (as Bradley expresses it in effect) that truth is our judgement cfua corresponding 
w ith the facts. (He then, of course, proceeds to show how this, seemingly obvious 7 
view breaks down.) 

Notice also (&) a passage in Kant's Lectures on Logic {Logik, Werke, ix, p. 50), 
the substance of which is repeated in Kritik der reinen Vernunft (ist ed., pp. 57 ff. ; 
2nd ed., pp. 82 ff.). ' Truth, it is said, is the agreem e nt of knowledge with the object . 
Hence, according to this purely normhial S {Dieser hlo^en WoHerkldrung 

zufolge — ^but Kant, even in the Kritik der reinen Vernunft, accepts it as a correct 
account of the meaning of the term) ‘ my knowledge, if it is to be accepted as true, 
must agree with .the object. But now it is only by knowing the object that I can 
compare it with my knowledge. My knowledge, therefore, is to confirm itself 
— (a mode of confirmation) far from sufi&cient to establish its truth. Fo r since 
th e object is outside me and the knowledge inside me, all that I can decide by the 
co mparison isl^g^^ ^gy my knowledge of the object agrees with my knowledg& .ofJke 
o^ct . . . 

^ The notion of 'correspondence' covers other relations than that of likeness to 
original, or copy to 'model. A map, for example, ' corresponds * with such-and-such 
a town or region ; or I may use language corresponding to my feelings or * equal to ' 
the situation ; but clearly neither the map nor the blasphemy are ‘like' or 'resemble' 
(‘copy') that with which they ‘correspond'. I note this because, in a masterly 
criticism of the 'correspondence' view of truth (on which I shall be drawing freely) , 
Bradley (cf. Essays, pp. 107-20) speaks of it as 'the theory that truth consists in 
mere copying'. His object in doing so, I take it, is to emphasize the main charac- 
teristic of the 'correspondence' view of truth — viz, that true judgement, knowledge, 
truth, &c., are by it regarded as, so to say, otiose additions to a reality, a world of 
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Thus, to take two examples; there actually occurred a certain 
detail-of-incidents-in-connexion, which we may call the landing of 
William the Conqueror. If, in thinking about English History, I so 
think that the belief I form (the judgement I make) 'corresponds' 
to this matter-of-fact (this fixed and unalterable constituent of the 
world’s process), my belief (judgement) is true, and its truth is 
precisely the correspondence thus effected. If, on the other hand, 
my judgements (beliefs) fail to correspond with this matter-of-fact 
(misrepresenting the items of its detail, or their connexions, wholly 
or in part), they wiU be false, their falsity consisting precisely in 
their discordance. It would be a false belief, for example, that 
William landed at Hastings (instead of at Pevensey), or m 1065 
(instead of in 1066), or that he never landed in England at all. 
Again, there is in rerum natura, tunelessly actual, real indifferently 
at any and every time, a cohesion-of-elements, which we may call 
the internal structure of the triangle. 1 And if, in thinking about 
plane geometry,- I bring my thoughts or my judgements into 
correspondence with this matter-of-fact (this fixed and unalterable 
portion of the world’s texture), my beliefs (or judgements) will be 
true, and their truth will be precisely the correspondence thus 
effected. Any failure in correspondence — ^i.e. discordance with this 
original, whole or partial — ^wUlbe falsity ; it would be, for example, a 
false belief that the internal angles are greater or less than, or not 
comparable at all in magnitude with, two right angles. 

(6) Now, it must be remembered that to form a belief, to make 
a judgement, is to think in the assurance {under the subjective 
conviction) of thinking truly. The differentia of judgement (viewed 
on the side of the judging subject, viewed as his experience) is that, 
in it, the subject not only aims at truth and claims its possession, 
but is certain that his aim is achieved and feels sure that his claim 
is imchallengeable. This does not mean that ‘ to judge ’ necessarily 
implies the reflective consciousness of an aim and its achievement. 
It means that 'to judge’ (to 'believe’) eo ipso is to think true ^ 

. hold unhesitatingly for real, to be assured that what I judge is fact. 
The assurance, of course, is 'subjective’ or 'psychological’; in 
being sure, I may be mistaken. Nevertheless, it is the differentia 
of judgement — ^the 'moment’ which distinguishes it, as an experi- 
ence of the subject, from doubt (say), deliberation, or question. 

fact, already complete witlioTit them — not to suggest that advocates of the view 
are bound to maintain that the truth of a judgement is its resemblance or likeness 
to the facts, of which it is true. Cl Bosanquet, Logic^, vol. ii, p. 276 ; also The 
N aiure of Truth, ch. i, where I have tried to analyse the notion of correspondence. 
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Without it — without the inelimiiiable presence of this subjective 
assurance — ‘error’ (false judgement, in the strict and full sense) 
would be impossible ; for to he in error is to make a judgement, true 
only partially, in the uptroubled assurance that it is true wholly 
and without reserve. -^Error’, if I may quote a sentence in which 
I tried to summarize this seeming paradox some years ago,* 'is . . . 
that form of false thinking which unhesitatingly claims to be true, 
and in so claiming substantiates and completes its falsity. 

To make'a judgement, then, is to he sure that what I judge is 
true ; i.e. (according to the theory we are to examine), to be sure 
that my judgement corresponds with its relevant original. It 
follows, therefore, that if truth is correspondence the judging subject 
must, in making a judgement, have already before his mind either 
the matter-of-fact itself, must in some sense know it ah initio and 
independently of the judgement he is making; or at least must 
have before his mind something, some complex object, which he 
unhesitatingly accepts as the standard and original of his present 
judgement. If, for example, I am to make a judgement about the 
landing of William, I must have already before my mind either the 
actual bit of history itself ; or at all events a complex object (some 
imaginary connexion of incidents) which I accept unhesitatingly 
as the authentic event, as William’s landing as it in fact occurred. 
I must have already before my mind something which is to me the 
original, or the standard, to which I am adjusting my judgement, 
and vdth which I am certain, in the act of judging, that my judge- 
ment corresponds. Similarly, if I am to make a judgement about 
the internal structure of the triangle, I must have already before 
my mind [ah initio, i.e. independently of this judgement) either the 
relevant piece of the texture of reality ; or at all events some complex 
object (some imaginary cohesion of characters) which I uiihesi- 

* The Nature of Truth, p. 142. Cl On Error, pp. 131-2, 138, 140-2. Cl also, per- 
haps, T. H. Green, Works, vol. iii, p. 73 ; and Bosanqnet, Logic^, vol. ii, p. 280. 

* On the * subjective assurance’ which is distinctive of the judgement, cf. 
Bradley, Essays, pp. 381-2. 'Our last judgement, and that is our present judge- 
ment, must be taken or rather must be treated as infallible. This does not mean 
that a further reflection may not cause us to reject it. It means that, until that 
reflection comes, we must hold the judgement as true, and that we cannot, while 
making a judgment, entertain the possibility of its error,* ... ‘A mere past judge- 
ment, when I reflect on it, loses at once by my reflection its own independent 
value. I am logically beyond it, while I obviously cannot go beyond my present 
judgement while that remains present. My present judgement, therefore, while it 
exists, cannot possibly he doubted, and, however strange this may sound, that jud$&-‘ 
ment cannot be allowed or even suspected to be fallible* (my italics). Cl also, for 
further explanation and qualifications, below, pp, 269-72. 



234 WHAT IS IT THAT IS TRUE OR FALSE? 

tatingly take to be tbe real structure of the triangle, the authentic 
standard or original of my judgement.^ 

(c) The view that truth is correspondence, as I have hitherto 
stated it,* takes no account of this differentia of the judgement as 
an experience of the judging subject. It does not consider the 
judging subject’s assurance of truth, nor the paradox, or seeming 
paradox, which that assurance entails if truth be correspondence. 
It does not ask, for example, whether that assurance is ever 
known to be justified or the reverse, nor what is implied in this 
loiowledge if it occurs. In short (to put the same point otherwise 
and perhaps more simply), the view that truth is correspondence 
requires more careful statement. We do not yet know precisely 
what its advocates assert ; for we have not yet been told how the 
authentic standards of our judgements (and how therefore the 
correspondence or discordance with those standards, which are 
truth and falsity) are related to our knowledge. 

I wiU try m a moment to restate the view, so as to remedy this 
deficiency. I will try to ascertain for whom the relevant matters-of- 
fact ‘are there'; hy whom, for example, the authentic landing of 
William and the real structure of the triangle are known, and by 
what manner of cognizance. But it is necessary first to dispose of 
a possible objection. 

‘For’ (it may perhaps be said) 'truth is one thing, and the 
knowledge or recognition of truth another ; and the first alone is 
now in question. The theory that truth is correspondence has 
therefore been adequately stated already ; and whether, by whom, 
or how, the correspondence is known, is totally irrelevant. The 
advocates of the theory do in fact assert precisely this: “the truth 
or falsity of a judgement is its correspondence or discordance with 
an original which is there in its own right ; which is what it is in 
rerum natura, indifferently whether it happens to be known or 
not, or even whether it is knowable at all or utterly inaccessible 
to knowledge’’.' 

If this indeed is what the advocates of the theory of corre- 
spondence assert, their theory collides with everyday experience, 
and is based upon a self-contradictory postulate. Their theory, 
that is, is both paradoxical and^impossible. 

(i) As to the first point : truth and falsity (on such an interpre- 
tation) are the correspondence and discordance of my judgement 

* Cf. the passage quoted from Kaut; above, p. 231, n. i. 

* Bp. 230-1. 
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with a standard, which neither I nor anybody can know /or certain 
as it reaUy is ; since what it really is, it is in itself. StricUy speaking, 
therefore, I do not aim at tridyi', I neither achieve, nor fail to 
achieve, tridh', and I am not, in judging, ‘subjectively assured’ of 
thinking truly. Truth and falsity, in the strict and proper meaning 
of those terms (in the meaning given to them on this theory), are 
mere by-products of our intellectual activities. Being-true or 
being-false attaches to, is conjoined with, every judgement. But 
the attachment is external, the conjunction fortuitous — ^a mere 
accident, so far as concerns the judging subject’s endeavour and 
activity ; and an a.5cident, which nobody can know for certain to 
have occurred.'<The judgement, as I make it, is in its essence 
indifferent to both, and to either, of these supervening and con- 
tingent properties ; they are added to it ah extra, when (so far as , 
my contribution, nw thinking, is concerned) it is already, qua 
judgement, complet^If it happens to be true, I deserve no credit; 
nor any blame, if ifhappens to be false. And since I must remain 
for ever uncertain whether my judgement does in fact correspond, 
or fail to correspond, with the authentic event or cohesion (which 
is the relevant standard, but unknown and, for all I can tell, un- 
knowable) , there is no such thing as the search for truth, as teaching 
and learning, or as the advance (or failure to advance) in knowledge. 

And (ii) as to the second point: on such an interpretation, the 
theory that truth is correspondence is based upon a self-contra- 
dictory postulate. For it requires a multiplicity of self-existent 
standards, each the measure of a special group of judgements in 
respect to their truth and falsity. William’s landing, for example, 
is one of many individual items or stretches of history ; each itself 
(having and keeping its uniquely determinate character), and in 
itself in the twofold sense that it is different from, exclusive of, 
every other, and independent of (and, for all we know, inaccessible 
to) our knowledge. So, too, the internal structure of the triangle 
is one of many self-supporting cohesions-of-universals, this one and 
no other ; itself, and in itself, both as excluding all the rest and as 
indifferent (and, for all we know, inaccessible) to our knowledge. 
Yet plurality and difference imply relatedness in the many and the 
differents, and are therefore (one would have thought) inconsistent 
with their self-existence. And since in any case we are to suppose 
that each of these absolute events and cohesions — each of these ^ 
authentic bits of history and pieces of reality— -is what it is in com- 
plete independence of, and indifference to, anybody’s knowledge ; ' 
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since, in short, the what of each is (so to speaJi) ‘its own affair’ 
— for us, at all events, they are indistinguishable, and we have 
no right to assume that one differs from another, or that there is 
one and another or others (i.e. a plurality) at all. 

{i) It is clear, then, that the correspondence which is truth, and 
the discordance which is falsity, fall in some sense within know- 
ledge; and that the relevant standard — the authentic event or 
cohesion, with which my judgement corresponds if true, and is 
discordant, if false — ^is known or knowable by somebody and in 
some manner. In what manner ? And by whom ? Let us consider 
briefly the chief alternative answers which seem available to those 
who maintain that truth is correspondence. 

(i) They may say that truth and falsity fall in some sense within 
the judging subject’s knowledge. He himself, in making a judge- 
ment, has the relevant standard, the authentic original, before his 
mind. Truth, they may agree, is not a relation subsisting between 
my judgement and an entity, of which I am blankly ignorant ; not 
a correspondence into which, or out of which, I stumble by accident 
when I make a judgement. T ruth is an ideal at which I aim, by 
which I am inspired, in judging : an ideal which I believe to be 
embodied and realized in my judgement — ^which in some degree, 
perhaps, is in fact so realized and embodied in every judgement.* 

Such an answer, however, is not yet definite enough. For in 
what sense is it contended that ‘ I myself, in making a judgement, 
have the authentic original before my mind’ ? 

It is plain that the judging subject does not know the original 
precisely and perfectly as it is. If he did, his ' subj ective assurance ’ 
of thinking truly would be the possession of truth. Every judge- 
ment would eo ipso be true, and false judgement would be im- 
possible. Why, indeed, under these, circumstances, should he 
trouble to make a judgement at aU ? Knowing the matter-of-fact 
itself — ^possessing the original ah initio — ^he has nothing to gain by 
judging. For his judgement, even if true (or rather, even though 
under this hypothesis inevitably true), will only be an ideal repro- 
duction — iL copy or analogue in his thought — of an original known 
to him already at first hand, without effort, precisely and perfectly 
as it is. 

' For the view here implied — yiz. that every judgement is of necessity true 
in some degree and therefore also in some degree false — see below, § 15. Strictly 
speaking, it is incompatible (as I think) with the theory that truth is correspon- 
dence; but I cannot discuss the matter at this point. 
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(ii) The advocates of correspondence will no doubt reply that 
the judging subject has the original before his mind, without 
knowing it precisely and perfectly as it is. The judging subject, 
they may say, is neither blankly ignorant, nor precisely cognizant, 
of the relevant matter-of-fact. Both alternatives are impossible 
and absurd. But the disjunction — either blank ignorance or com- 
plete knowledge — is not exhaustive. There is a third alternative — 
the doctrine they maintain. T he judging s ubject knows the original 
db ini tio, i.e. indepen dently of the ju dgement he is to m ake":"bul 
he k nows it at the begmni n g~ino re vague ly, and less ade quately , 
th an he will know it in the end — ^tEinlSe gets to kn ow i t tlmoug h 
hi s judgement. His knowledge of the origin^, in sEoft, is vague 
and incomplete by contrast even with the knowledge of it which 
he will achieve by making his present judgement — a fortiori, by 
contrast with precise and perfect knowledge of it as it is. 

A doctrine of this kind is, in substance, sound. But it means the 
entire abandonment of the view that truth is correspondence. For 
the original, as knowm to the judging subject db initio, is (on this 
view) not the authentic matter-of-fact (not William’s landing as 
it actually occurred) or cohesion-of-universal-characters (not the 
triangle’s structure as it really is). It is, on the contrary, a 
relatively confused and imperfect version — an appearance — of the 
real event or nexus. The judging subject’s aim in judging is (on 
this view) not to adjust his thoughts to the original as he has it at 
first before his mind — not to form a belief, or make a judgement, 
corresponding thereto. If he did so, his judgement would 3deld 
him a knowledge as confused and imperfect as that with which he 
starts. On the c ontrary: his aim is to correct and complete (no t 
to copy or reproduce) th e facts — the Tacts’ as they are 

a lfi^dy before his mind. Lastly, on this view, ‘precise and perfect 
knowledge of the original as it is’ can only be conceived (it seems 
clear) as tEe ideal fulfilment of the process, which begins with 
this judgement — ^the judgement in question, which the subject is 
now about to make. In making this judgement, he has pro tanto 
improved — ^made more precise and adequate — ^his ‘initial know- 
ledge’ of the original, i.e. the relatively confused and vague notion 
of ‘the facts’ which was at first ‘before’ (or ‘in’) his mind. And, 
in making this judgement, he has embarked upon, or has committed 
himself to, a self-developing process of thought — a self-fulfilling 
discursus — ^in which (or as which) alone he may be said to achieve 
and possess ‘knowledge of the original as it really is’. 
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What the doctrine implies, in short, is that truth is a character 
inherent in the judgement, or in the growing system of judgements 
which it presupposes and carries farther.' Truth, from this point 
of view, is (to use what has become the generally acc e pted teEti) 
‘ coherence *. K nowledge, that is, is true in so far as It is intelli- 
gi bly connected or ‘ coherent *j in so far as it is a self-supporting, 
self-necessitating, whole of^stem ; such that every part stands 
and falls with every other, or each member demands and is 
demanded by each and by all.! Whether, or rather how far and 
with what qualifications, such a conception of truth is sound, need 
not at present be discussed. It is clear, at all events, that it has 
nothing whatever to do with the view that truth is the corre- 
spondence of a judgement with a ‘matter-of-fact’ — ^i.e. with a 
standard external to, and independent of, the judgement itself. 

[e) (iii) Let us malce one last attempt to restate the view that 
truth is correspondence, so as to see precisely what is contended, 
and what, if anything, can be kiid in its defence. 

We have seen that the correspondence which is truth, and the 
discordance which is falsity, do not fall within knowledge of the 
judging subject, as he makes his judgement. For, as he makes his 
judgement, the original, with wMch (if true) it is to correspond, is 
not as yet in its full and proper character before his mind. He 
does not know it precisely and perfectly as it is; but makes his 
judgement with the aim, and in the hope, of knowing in and hy the 
judgement William’s landing’, for example, or ‘the triangle’s 
structure’ (if not as they really are, at least) more precisely and 
more perfectly than he knew them before. 

It must, then, be admitted by the advocates of correspondence 
that, as I make a judgement, I cannot know whether it is true or 
false. My ‘subjective assurance of thinking truly’ is nothing but 
the ‘aim and hope’, without which I could not judge at all. And 
if my judgement is true, and if its truth is correspondence, to me 
at all events the original, with which it corresponds, becomes 
known — ^if at all — only in, and by help of, the judgement itself. 
Yet the advocates of correspondence may still attempt to save 
their theory. For they may say that truth and falsity fall within 
knowledge, though not within that of the judging subject as he 
makes his judgement. ‘William’s landing’, they may contend, ‘is 
known to the historian. It is a fixed and established coimexion-of- 
details, an authentic constituent of that ordered past which is the 
domain, the world, of the science of history. So, too, the intemal 
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structure of the triangle is known to the geometer ; it is a fixed and 
unalterable cohesion-of-characters, an authentic piece of the intel- 
ligible domain which is the object of the science of geometry. 
Truth and falsity, then, fall primarily within the knowledge of the 
expert — ^the man of science in each department. He is the critic 
who knows the relevant matter-of-fact for my judgement (i.e. for 
the judgement of the layman). He knows and sets the standard 
for the correspondence which is its truth, and the discordance 
which is its falsity. And though, as I make my judgement, I can- 
not know for certain whether I am approaching, or receding from, 
the correlation which is truth — ^yet if, having made my judgement 
(i.e. having formed my belief), I publish it or impart it to others, 
its truth or, falsity may be known to them and, through their 
cgiticism, to myself. For they may share the expert’s knowledge, 
even if they are not experts themselves; and knowing thus the 
relevant standard, and comparing with it the published, content of 
my judgement, they will know for certain whether there is corre- 
spondence or discordance — ^i.e. they will know, and can inform me, 
wh,ether my judgement is true or false. ’ 

y 'Such an atteinpt to restate the theory of correspondence draws 
attention to what is obvious enough, but irrelevant to the real 
issue. For (i) nobody doubts that, for example, in the matter of 
WiUiam’s landing and the structure of the triangle, the ‘true’ 
judgements for you and me — ^for the ignorant la3nnen and begin- 
ners in the subject — are those of the historian and the geometer. 
Relatively to our ignorance, tfie best available knowledge of the 
time is ‘the truth’ — ^truth absolute, final, and complete. Our aim, 
as students, may be described roughly as being ‘to bring our 
thought into agreement, or correspondence, with that of the 
expert’. It is, in fact, to assimilate his thought and make it our 
own. For you and me, at the outset of our studies, to make ‘true 
judgements’ on these subjects is to judge ‘scientifically’ — ^i.e. to 
think as the best, and best-informed, minds think; to raise our 
own thinking to the highest level so far attained in the advance 
of knowledge ; to make judgements the same as (or, at least, not 
inconsistent with) those of the historian and the geometer. Nor 
(2) does anybody doubt that, at any given tune and in each depart- 
ment of experience, there is a stock of current beliefs, which are 
commonly supposed to embody results established and authenti- 
cated by science. Each of these beliefs passes, for the time being, 
as a complete and final truth ; its content (or what is believed) is 
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taken to be, without qualification, actual and real — a matter-of- 
fact, for example, or complex of incidents, which is a constituent 
of the world’s history ; or a real cohesion, a complex of characters, 
which is a component portion of the world’s intelligible texture. 

But these obvious considerations are irrelevant to the real issue. 
For (i) admitting that the judgements of the expert (of the his- 
torian, for example, or the geometer) are true (if not absolutely, 
at least for the layman and relatively to his ignorance), i§Ji5sa>__ 
tr uth ‘ corresp ondence ’ ? If so, what are the originals, with which 
t hey correspond~7~And by whom, and m what manner, are t hese 
o riginals known ? T he expert, it is clear , knows them — ^if at all — 
only in and throu gh the judgements he is m a king . In this case, he 
is ‘the jud^g subject’ ; and if there is an original, correspondence 
or discordance with which decides the truth or falsity of his judge- 
ment, neither the original, nor the correspondence of discordance, 
can fall within his knowledge. Thus, the old difficulty remains. 
The correspondence which is truth, and the discordance which is 
falsity, mus t fall in some sense within kn owledge ; yet if we ask in 
what s ense, no clear and defensible answer seem s possible.* And 
( 2 ) admitting that, by the general agreement of educated men, or 
as a matter of current belief, such and such a connexion-of-details 
or cohesion-of-universals passes for the authentic ‘landing-of- 
William’ or for the real ‘structure-of-the-triangle’ — ^the admission 
may help us to vmderstand why the theory of correspondence is 
popular and plausible, but contributes nothing on which a defence 
of the theory could be based. For, if the student of English history 
or of Euclidean geometry has raised his thought on these subjects 
to the level of the best contemporary opinion ; if he has assimilated, 
and made his own, the current beliefs which pass for established 
truths of history and geometry — ^it is plausible enough to say that 
he judges ‘truly’, because, and in the sense thal, he has formed 
opinions, acquired beliefs, in conformity to (or in correspondence 
with) ‘the facts’. But this, after all, is only a loose and popular 
description. For the facts in question are nothing else than what 
for the time being has become matter of educated belief. They are 
nothing but stereotyped extracts from a still advancing movement 
of speculative inquiry; ‘implications’* loosely formulated, and 
abstracted from the context in which alone they hold ; coarsened 
summaries of this or that provisional conclusion in the self-ful- 
filling discursus, which is what is called ‘a science’ — coarsened 

* Cf. above, p. 235. * Cf. above, Study II, pp. 162-8. 
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summaries of ‘the truth', as it lives and grows and develops itself 
in actual knowledge: in, for example, the systematic (intelhgihly 
connected or coherent) thought of the historian or the geometer. 

Thus, for example, the long and patient labour of many investi- 
gators — ^their critical researches ; their testing, sifting, adjusting, 
of innumerable evidences, documentary and other — ^has developed 
a more or less coherent, and therefore a more or less stable, theory 
of the past history of England. Within this constructed order of 
events, there are a number of apparently discrete and self-support- 
ing complexes or connexions-of-details — ^as, for example, WiUiam’s 
landing at Pevensey in 1066, Charles I’s execution at Whitehall 
in 1649, and so forth. However much historical investigation may 
advance — ^whatever fresh light may be thrown upon the Norman 
Conquest or the Conflict of King and Parliament in the seventeenth 
century — ^these complexes, it may be admitted, these hare con- 
nexions of terms, of person and date and place, will remain, in one 
sense, unshaken and unmodified. They will figure in every text- 
book, and continue to serve as rou^ summary indications of the 
trend of historical investigation. But it would be absurd to view 
these text-book summaries, or the orthodox and current beliefs 
they embody, as items of absolute truth (as self-complete unit- 
knowledges, as it were, of an ideally complete sum of knowledges 
which is the science of history) ; and absurd to suppose that they 
'correspond to’ authentic matters-of-fact, to absolute events, or 
constituents of the world’s actual process. The current belief that 
(say) William landed at Pevensey in 1066, or that Charles I was 
beheaded at Whitehall in 1649, is not ‘the last word’ of historical 
science, in the sense of a truth final, complete, and absolute; even 
though, in another sense, it may be 'the last word’, inasmuch as 
the advance of knowledge wiU never, perhaps, reverse, or even 
modify, so tenuous and abstract a coimexion-of-detafls. Nor is 
the content of such a belief an authentic matter-of-fact — an actual 
bit of the world’s process, an event which actually happened, and 
as it happened neither more nor less. On the contrary — ^it is a 
mere abstraction, an abstract coimexion of abstracted elements, 
which could not by any possibility occur as such, or as such be 
actual. 

§ 14. (B) Objective Position 

I. At the beginning of this Study, it will be remembered, three 
typical positions were set out in rough outline. Current theories 

4746 jj 
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of the judgement, and of its truth and falsity, fall — ^it was sug- 
gested — ^within one or the other of these positions ; conform to it 
in principle, or in their general trend. It was proposed, therefore, 
to examine them successively, in the hope that, from the examina- 
tion, it would become clear what truth and falsity are, and how 
they are 'related' to knowledge.* 

The examination of the first (subjective) position — ^far the 
longest, but also the easiest, part of the work before us — ^has now 
been finished, and has yielded only negative results. It is clear 
that, within its outlines, no adequate theory of the judgement of 
truth and falsity, or of knowledge and error, can possibly be 
developed. The position has resolved itself, on examination, into 
‘a mere medley of indefensible assumptions’ ; and theories which 
conform to it, or so far as they conform to it, are condemned to 
futility from the start. 

Looking back upon the preceding criticism of the ‘four essential 
features ’ of the subjective position, one can see that its fatal vice — 
its fundamental and irremediable blimder — ^lies in its misconcep- 
tion of the judging subject ; or — for this comes to the same thing — 
in its exaggeration of the part played in judgement by the finite 
souls or selves or minds, the so-called individual thinkers. To the 
'individual thinker’ it ascribes the making of the judgement. And 
by the ‘individual thinker’ it tmderstands one out of many 
mutually exclusive souls, selves or minds. Each of these minds is 
confined within its body; tied down to, and restricted by, local 
and temporal conditions ; and so finite, and exclusive of all others. 
Yet, in spite of the glaring inconsistency, each of these limited and 
fragmentary minds is taken to be whole and substantial. For each, 
within its linits, or in its finitude, is taken to be a genuine indivi- 
dual, self-dependent and self-closed. It has, or produces, within 
itself a private manifold — experiences, which are its own psychical 
states, its own ideas (sensations, thoughts, volitions, &c.). It has 
also, and exercises, its own inherent power of thinking — ^its private 
psychical fxmctions, its activities of ideal analysis and synthesis. And 
by these psychical activities it makes, out of its psychical states — 
out of its simple or simpler ideas — ^ideal products, or complex 
psychical facts ; and, amongst them, some that are true or false, 
i.e. 'judgements’.® 

^ Cf. above, pp. 180-1, 182, 203. 

* Cf, above, pp. 182, 203-12. In calling the first position ‘subjective', I had 
this — ^its exaggeration of the part played by the finite judging subject — ^in view. 
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The position we have next to examine — the second or ‘ ohj ective '* 
position — ^is, or professes to be,® the polar opposite of the first. 
For it starts by setting aside as irrelevant all consideration of the 
part which may (or may not) be played in judgement by a mind, 
by the states or attitudes or activities of a judging subject. Let 
us see the ground, the nature, and the development of this initial 
abstraction^ "" ' 

As the term ‘judgement’ is commonly used — ^in everyday life 
and in most logical theories, certainly m all that belong to the 
subjective position — a judgement is an actual experience, of a 
t emporally existent soul or se lf o r~ mind . It is something, the be ing 
or re ality of which (in term s of an antitKes is), a s I explainedf^OT^ 
is 'acimHtv of existence, noracUMf i^r^lissenc^Iilifmse^axaibiy 
bound up with a mental or psychical flowTit is ‘one with’ — and 
to that extent itself is — a psychical event, a constituent in the 
history of an actual mind. In this sense, every judgement is naine 
or yours or somebody’s ; is made (beheved, asserted) by a finite 
judging subject. 

But those who conform to the objective position — ^the ‘ objective 
logicians’, as we may call them for short — ^propose to use tlxe term 
‘judgement’ so as to cover neither more nor less than the com- 
mensurate subject of the predicates ‘true’ or ‘false’. In this sense 
a judgement, they insist, is something impersonal and timeless , in- 
dependent of the temporally existent minds and their psychical 
attitudes or acts. It is neither a belief nor a believing; but a 
complex-of-significant-elements which is such as to be bdieved (or 
‘ asserted ') . For whether in fact it was, is, or ever will be, believed, 
is irrelevant to its intrinsic — its strictly logical— character: irrele- 
vant to its own proper being as that which alone can (and must) 
be true or false. 

Thus (to take a few examples) that-Charles-I-was-beheaded, that- 
the - internal - angles -of -a- triangle - are - equal -to -two- right - angles, 
that-there 4 s-no-perpetuunirmobile — ^these complexes of significant 
elements are true, whether anybody is believing (asserting) them or 
not. Taken bare and in their purity, without any dependence upon 
or connexion with a mind (with its attitudes or acts), these com- 
plexes are subjects of the predicate ‘true’. It attaches to them, 

* Cl above, p. i8i. 

* ' Seems to be ' : for (as we shall see) it shares with the first position the same 
misconception of the judging subject, and is wrecked thereby, though in a different 
manner (cf. below, pp. 251-3). 

3 Cl Study II, pp. 147-50. 



244 WHAT IS IT THAT IS TRUE OR FALSE? 

to them precisely and as such; they are true impersonally and 
tunelessly. Similarly, that-Charles-I-died-in-his-hed, that-the- 
diagonal-of-a-square-is-commensurate-with-its-side, that-man-is- 
not-mortal— these complexes, barely and precisely as such, are 
subjects of the predicate 'false'. They are false, as the former 
complexes are true, impersonally and tunelessly — i.e. without 
dependence upon, or reference to, the actual beliefs, the temporal 
experiences, of this or that or any mind. 

According to the objective position, then, 'a judgement’ (in the 
only sense that is relevant in an inquiry into truth and falsity) is 
•a complex of significant elements — a complex such as to be believed 
or asserted ; and must not be confused with what is commonly, but 
loosely, called ‘a judgement’ — ^viz. an actual assertion or belief, 
in which (besides the complex believed) there is a believing or 
asserting, i.e. the psychical attitude or act of an ‘individual’ (of 
this or that finite) mind. Such complexes, it is contended, are 
‘judgements’ sensu strictissimo — ^in the only sense, at all events, 
which is admissible in a genuinely scientific logic, in a logic that is 
‘pure’, i.e. not infected with irrelevant psychological or epistemo- 
logical matter. In order, however, to avoid all risk of confusion, 
let us call these complexes not ‘judgements’, but ‘objectives’ or 
‘propositions’ — a nomenclature suggested by many of those who 
adopt the objective position.* 

The ‘ objective ’ logicians thus make a clean cut between psycho- 
logy and epistemology on the one hand, and logic on the other. 
The first two sciences are concerned — ^psychology altogether, and 
epistemology in part* — ^with what exists or occurs ; with facts and 


* Cf. above. Study II, p. i8i. Study III, p. 230; and Bertrand Russell, 

of Mathematics^ (1903), vol. i, p. ix; '. . . Propositions are commonly regarded as 
(i) true or false, (2) mental. Holding, as I do, that what is true or false is not in 
general mental, I require a name for the true or false as such, and this namR can 
scarcely be other than proposition.* See, further, the same author's article, 
‘Meinong's Theory of Complexes and Assumptions’, in Mind, vol. xiii (1904), 
pp. 204 fE.. 306 ff., 509 fi., in which Meinong's use of Uie term 'objective' is carefully 
explained. Russell himself {Mind, l.c., p. 206, and note 2) difiers from Meinong, 
and -rath G. E. Moore, in identifying ‘propositions’, ‘complexes’, and ‘objec- 

tives’ — i.e. in using all three terms as equivalents. 

* {Mind, Lc., pp. 204—5). ‘The theory of knowledge’ (l.c., 
P* ^ iri fact distinct from psychology, but is more complex c for it involves 
not only what psychology has to say about belief, but also the distinction of truth 
and falsehood, since knowledge is only beUef in what is true. Thus the subject 
may be approached either through psychology or through logic, both of which 
are simpler than it is.’ The ttieory of knowledge (or epistemology) is thus a com- 
plex science — a blend of logic and psychology: and in so far as it contains, or is 
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events, and the empirical laws of their coexistence and sequence in 
the phenomenal or actual world. | 5 ut logic, they maintain , is (or 
o ugh t to be) a '^ure science — concer ned no t TO th what exists or 
occ urs. 6ut witli what ‘suB sists * in th e ideal realm ~meanmgs’ 
oiT^t he intelligible It is concerned wth what may ~Se”cSled 
' essences' or ‘id e al en titi^ both simple andT complexrwhicE are 
such as to be conceived ordefined or asserted (e.g. with terms, 
concepts, universals ; and with propositions, or any other complex 
entities in which two or more of these simple entities, these signifi- 
cant elements, are tunelessly related). It is concerned also with 
the necessary implications that are rooted in these ideal entities — 
these ‘essences’, these constituents (whether simple or complex) 
of the ‘realm of me^mgs’, these denizens (so to speak) of the 
‘intelligible world'. |feut the entities, with which it is concerned, 
though they are ‘intelligible’ (though they are such as to be con- 
ceived, defined, asserted, &c.), have their own proper being, or 
‘subsist’, in entire independence of any actual intelligence, of any 
actual mind or mental attitude or act ; and it is thus and thus ordy 
— ^i.e. in their ‘extra-mental’ ‘being’ or ‘subsistence’ — ^that they 
are, or ought to be, studied by the logicia^ And the ideal laws or 
necessary implications, which are (so to speak) the principles of 
organization of this intelligible world, though they are such as to 
be discovered by mental processes or acts (by reasoning, for 
example, or rational intuition), are (or ought to be) studied by the 
logician in their independent (i.e. ‘extra-mental’) ‘subsistence’ — 
i.e. as so many relations (positive and negative) which ‘are valid’ 
or ‘hold’ tunelessly, whether or no they have been, or will be, 
discovered by any finite mind.* 

composed of, psychology, it has to do with what exists and occurs, viz. with 
psychical (or mental) states and events. Cf. Nature of Truth, pp. 36-7. 

* I am fully aware that a 'realm of "meanings” or "the intelligible” ' sounds like 
— and probably is — ^nonsense, when all relation to an actual mind (to a somebody 
who means, conceives, or understands) is taken to be excluded ah initio. Yet I hardly 
know how else to describe the domain of pure logic as it appears to be conceived 
by, for example, Husserl or Russell. Cl, e.g., Russell's attempt to vindicate 
for certain concepts — certain constituents of this domain — 'meaning in a non- 
psychological sense': Principles of Mathematics^, vol. i, § 51. 

* Cf., e.g., Bosanquet's summary of Husserl's conception of pure logic in Implica- 
tion and Linear Inference, pp. 141 ff. 'Logic' (l.c., p. 144) ‘speaks about concepts, 
judgements, and inferences, which sound like mental facts ; but, in so speaking, it 
does not really refer to the facts of psychical life, but to the meanings, propositions, 
and necessary connections which, true independently of mental apprehension, are 
discovered and apprehended in the mental processes just referred to, "Its laws” 
[Bosanquet continues, quoting from Husserl, Logische Untersuchungen, vol. i, 
p. 122] "are all the ideal laws which are grounded purely in the meaning {essence. 
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2. According to the plan, on which I have hitherto been work- 
ing, this sketch of the objective position ought next to be filled in 
and substantiated by an exposition of one or more of the logical 
systems, which conform to it in principle — ^by a connected account 
of the logical doctrines, for example, of Meinong and Husserl, or 
Moore and Russell.^ And, finally, the position itself ought to be 
systematically examined. Its component assumptions (its ‘essential 
features ’) ought to be set out and tested. Are they severally neces- 
sary and legitimate — ^i.e. forced upon us, each of them, and war- 
ranted, by the requirements of a philosophical (an intelligible and 
intelligent) interpretation of our cognizant experience? And are 
they mutually compatible— i.e. such as to constitute a single 
coherent h37pothesis ?* 

But so much has still to be done to bring the present Study to 
a satisfactory conclusion, and so little space remains, that I am 
forced to the utmost possible compression. The ‘objective posi- 
tion’, therefore, I shall assume, is already sufficiently ‘fixed’ — 
clear, without further illustration, in its outlines and essential 
character. And, without attempting an exhaustive examination 
of its essential features, I proceed to criticize it where it seems most 
evidently open to attack — ^viz. (a) in its severance of propositions 
from the mind, and (5) in its postulate of false propositions. 

[a) The severance of propositions from the mind. Let us begin by 
defining the scope of this first criticism of the objective position. 
We are concerned in it with the objective logician’s assumption 
that propositions, considered as such and in general (i.e. whether 
positive or negative, and the true and the false alike), are entities 
which being severed in their nature from aU that exists and occurs 
in time, are severed also from, are essentially independent of, 
every mind and every mental attitude or act.^ 

content) of the notions truth, proposition, object, constitution, relation, connection, 
law, fact, Cf. also my own exposition and criticism of the same general 

view of logic as it is applied by Bertrand Russell and G. E. Moore to the pyoposition 
and its truth and falsity: The Nature of Truth, e.g. pp. 36-8, 56-8. In terms of the 
antithesis, to wMch I referred before (above, p. 243), propositions (which, accord- 
ing to the objective position, alone can, and must, be either true or false) are 
complex entities, the being or reality of which is not actuality of existence. Their 
being or reality would be actuality of essence — ^if they possessed any being or 
reality at all, and were not the products of vicious abstraction (cf . below, pp. 247 £E.) . 

* Such an account, I ought to add, would show, in all these writers, divergences 
from (as well as conformity to) the * objective position'. The position is a type 
only — ^a ty^ to which actual logical systems conform at most *in principle*, or 
in their general trend. * Cf. above, pp. 184, 203-4. 

t * Cf., e.g., Husserl's insistence {Logische Untersuchungen, vol. i, pp, 127-30) that 
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We axe not to trouble ourselves with any special theory of the 
constitution of these extra-mental propositions. We are not, for 
example, to examine Russell’s account of them — ^viz. that they 
are complex entities, consisting of simple (or simpler) elements in 
relation — ^though there are grounds for doubting whether it could 
be defended. For we have already seen* that the antithesis of 
complex and simple is totally inapplicable in the analysis of a 
‘judgement’ ; and there is every reason to suspect it would prove 
equally inappUcable in the analysis of a ‘proposition’ — since a 
‘proposition’ may become (and be for a time) the content or 
‘object’ of a ‘judgement’, i.e. that which a judging subject asserts 
or believes. Again, that the elements which constitute these 
complex entities — ^these propositions, as Russell conceives them — 
seem to cohere (or to be coupled) alternatively by a positive, or by 
a negative, relation ; — ^this, too, we must leave without examination, 
remarking only that those who adopt the objective position are 
likely to find themselves embarrassed, even more perhaps than 
most logicians, by the problems connected with negation.® 

Nor are we to trouble ourselves at present with the question of 
falsity and error. We are not to examine a ‘feature’ which seems 
essential to the objective position — viz. the division of proposi- 
tions into two contrasted groups, those that are tunelessly true 
and those that are tunelessly false. This, and the difl&culties it 
involves, wiU occupy us later. 

How does the objective logician come by the notion of these 
propositions which subsist per se — these extra-mental or ‘inde- 
pendent ’ propositionsi* For, on the face of it, a proposition which 
subsists, and is true or false, per se, is a strange and paradoxical 
‘entity’. It is an ‘entity’ which the imsophisticated student 
would find it as difficult to accept or conceive, as (say) an ‘inde- 
pendent volition’ or ‘resolution’ — ^i.e. a volition which subsists, 

propositions — or at least true propositions, truths — neither appear in, nor vanish 
from, the flow of psychical experiences'; that they have a 'supra-empiricar or 
'ideal' being (the being of essences, ideas or ideals); that they are 'units of 
validity in the timeless realm of ideas', &c. 

* Above, pp. 215--19. 

^ In referring to 'Russell's account of propositions', I am thinking partly of 
certain statements in the Principles of Mathematics, in the Problems of Philosophy, 
and in the articles on Meinong's theory, &c., in Mind, voL xiii ; partly also of his 
article ' On Propositions : what they are and how they mean ' (Aristotelian Society, 
supplementary volume ii). But (cf. above, p. 230) no single consistent account of 
propositions can justly be ascribed to Russell. In the works to which I have 
referred he maintains two or more mutually incompatible views: cheerfully, to 
all appearance, and without turning a hair. 
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and is good or bad, per se, apart from every existent will and all 
the temporal acts of willing. We are most of us accustomed, no 
doubt, when we reflect upon any experienced-truth or true judge- 
ment, to distinguish the truth that is experienced and the ex- 
periencing of it — or (as it is often expressed) the ‘ content ’ of the 
judgement (its ‘burden’ or ‘object’) and the ‘act’ of judging 
or of assertion.* And all or most of us would readily agree with 
the objective logician that any judgement — e.g. Euclid’s about the 
triangle, or this or that historian’s about Charles I — ^is true (if it 
be true) whenever, wherever, and by whomsoever it is asserted. 
But why should we agree with him that the ‘ content ’ (or ‘ object ’, 
in Russell’s terminology*) of Euclid’s (or the historian’s) judgement 
is an ‘independent proposition’ having its being and its truth 
tunelessly in itself ; so that it would be, and be true, even though 
nobody asserted it ever or at all ? 

The ‘facts’, on which the objective logician is reflecting — the 
phenomena or ‘ apparent facts ’, from which (like any other logician) 
he starts, which (like any other logician) he sets out to explain — 
are ‘items’ of ‘knowledge’ and ‘errors’, truths and falsities 
experienced by somebody. Who the somebody is, when and where 
the somebody experiences — all this, let us admit or rather insist, 
is (if properly understood) irrelevant. But, in the ‘facts’ to be 
explained, there always is a ‘somebody’; there always is some 
‘when’ and ‘where’. To eliminate every ‘somebody’, and all 
time and place, on the ground that no special somebody, and no 
special date and position, are indispensable, is to commit an 
elementary blunder of analysis. One might as well argue that, 
because (say) a mare proves fertile when mated with any one of a 
dozen stallions indifferently, it is legitimate to postulate partheno- 
genesis in respect to mares, or at all events in regard to this indi- 
vidual mare. 

The blunder is, indeed, so elementary and palpable, that we 
may well hesitate to impute it to the objective logician — ^to the 

^ Russell, if I understand him rightly (cf. Mind, l.c., p. 510), would call that 
which is asserted or believed — ^i.e. the proposition if, or when, it happens to 
be experienced — ^always the * object*, never the ‘content* (or ‘burden*), of the 
judgement or belief. The ‘content*, in his usage, is itself mental or psychical — 
the what of the psychical attitude of believing or act of asserting. Husserl 
employs the terms Wesen, Inhalt, Gehalt, Bedeutungsgehalt — essence, content, 
significant content — ^freely and indiscriminately to designate the independent 
propositions, the truths, which are ‘units of validity in the timeless realm of 
ideas*. 

* Cf. p, 247. 
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advocate of a ‘ pure or rigorously scientific, logic. Yet how other- 
wise does he come by the notion of his independent propositions? 

Perhaps the root and origin of these paradoxical entities lie 
deeper. The objective logician commits no elementary blunder of 
analysis, for he comes by his notion — or, rather, his notion comes 
to him — ^without any explicit analysis at all. He draws a common 
and loosely worded distinction; and, in doing so, has already 
inadvertently assumed the mutual independence of the distincta. 
His notion of independent propositions, in short, is the counter- 
part and complement of his notion of the judging mind ; and both 
are given (taken for granted) in his initial distinction between 
content (or object) and act of judgement. 

For this distinction — even if all, or most, writers on logic 
are accustomed to use it — ^is ambiguous. What precisely is 
covered by each of the distincta, and how are they related to 
one another, and to the judgement as a whole ? In an experienced- 
truth (in, for example, Euclid’s judgement about the triangle, or 
in the historian’s judgement about Charles I) how much precisely 
is ‘content’ (or ‘object’), and how much — or how little — ^is ‘act’ ? 
Is the ‘act’ nothing but an event of Euclid’s or the historian’s 
psychical existence, a change of their consciousness ? Or' does it 
penetrate and permeate the ‘content’ or ‘object’ — so that the 
latter, too, as they experience it, is in process of being brought out? 
But if the truth which they assert or judge — ^the content or object 
of their judgement — ^is thus being brought out by the ‘ act ’ of judge- 
ment, must not the ‘act’ itself be something more than a mere 
event in their psychical existence? Must not the ‘content’ or 
‘object’ of the judgement itself be such as to emerge in, and 
through, an act or activity of thought ? And if so, can we really 
suppose that the activity of thought, in which the internal struc- 
ture of the triangle or the complex of incidents called ‘the execu- 
tion of Charles I ', respectively, constitute themselves as, and take 
the shape of, 'truths' — can we really suppose that this activity of 
thought is spontaneously originated by Euclid or the historian ? 

According to the view of judgement, which was set out and 
defended in the preceding Study,* a judgement is through and 
through a discursus or activity of thought — a movement which 

* Cf. above, Study II, pp. 69-72, 127, 152-3. The view belongs in principle 
to the third ('idealist*) position, which will be considered in § 15 below. Cf. 
Bradley, Essays, e.g. pp. 218, 327, 336-7; Bosanquet, Implication and Linear 
Inference, e.g. p. 148. 
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is analysis and synthesis in one. And this discursus is concrete ; 
i.e. it is 'one’ or ‘whole’, but so that it unites inseparably in itself 
two contrasted moments or complements. In respect to one of 
these moments of its indissoluble totality, it is ‘objective’; i.e. 
the self-development of an ‘object’, a movement in which an 
object constitutes itself and becomes known as what it ‘really’ is, 
viz. as a ‘spiritual fact’ or a ‘truth’. And in respect to the other 
complement of its total being, it is a ‘subjective’ discursus', an 
activity of thought ‘passing through’ a finite mind, or one in 
which^an individual thinker co-operates in the self-development 
of an object — Phelps to elicit it, or helps it to emerge, in the form 
of a ‘truth’. Now with such a view the distinction between con- 
tent (and object) and act of judgement is incompatible — or can only 
be made compatible by careful qualification of its terms. For the 
term ‘content’ (and still more readily, perhaps, the term ‘object’) 
carries with it the suggestion of something finished and quiescent. 
But if the judgement is ‘ through and through a concrete discursus ’] 
there can be nothing in it which is therefore fixed, which the. 
judgmg subject merely finds or apprehends. There can be no ‘ con- 
tent ’ or ‘ object ’, which is not developing itself and being shaped — 
which is not therefore also and essentially the judgement as an act or 
activity of thought. And ‘act of judgement’ (still more obviously, 
perhaps, ‘act of judging’ or ‘asserting’) tends to suggest that the 
activity of thought originates within an individual thinker’s mind, 
and is no more than his private psychical process. But if the 
judgement is ‘through and through a concrete discursus’, there 
can be no ‘act of judging’ confined to this or that particular mind, 
and external to the ‘object’, which in the judgement is asserted, 
or asserts itself. The only act is the single and total discursus — ^the 
activity of thought, which is the judgement as a whole. And that 
activity is immanent in the ‘object’ — ^the form of its self-develop- 
ment and emergence as a ‘truth’; and immanent also in one or 
more of the so-called ‘finite minds’. For what is called, for 
example, a ‘finite judgmg subject’, an ‘individual thinker’, or a 
‘particular mind’, is a mind (or thinks, or judges) precisely in so 
far as it co-operates in the self-development of a ‘content’ or 
‘object’ — ^precisely in so far as an activity of thought, which is 
objective and impersonal, is present in, and appears as a phase of, 
its special (its subjective and personal) conscious flow. And it is 
a ‘finite’, ‘particular’, ‘fragmentary’, mind or judgmg subject, 
because, and in so far as, this ‘immanence’ is only a passage; 
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i.e. the activity of thought, which is the judgement, is neither 
originated by it, nor wholly present within, i.e. confined to, its 
conscious flow. 

But the objective logician agrees with those who conform to the 
subjective position in viewing the judgement — i.e. any experienced- 
truth or experienced-falsity — as something composite or complex. 
For the objective logician, therefore, to distinguish between con- 
tent (or object) and act is not to emphasize different moments 
in a ‘concrete whole’ or a ‘spiritual fact’.* It is to mark off 
constituents which, though for a time conjoined, are separable in 
principle each from one another, and both from the judgement as 
a whole. ‘Euclid’s or the historian’s judgement’, he would prob- 
ably say, ‘is, if you like to call it so, “a whole”. It is something 
complex, something capable of being analysed into simpler con- 
stituents or parts. But it is not a concrete whole — ^i.e. one in which 
there are necessarily distinguishable moments, but no parts; 
differences that must be emphasized, but no constituents — ^for 
that is a contradiction in terms. And Euclid’s or the historian’s 
judgement is, if you like to speak loosely, a ‘‘fact of knowledge”. 
For it is, or rather, it includes, a ‘‘fact of knowledge”, i.e. a mental 
act — an act or state of Euclid’s or the historian’s mind.® But the 
scientific logician knows nothing of spiritual facts. Facts are either 
mental or physical — ^facts in (and of) a mind or facts of the external 
(extra-mental or non-mental) world. A ‘‘spiritual fact” — ^i.e. a 
fact neither within nor without, or both within and without, a mind , 
— ^is as plain a contradiction in terms as is a ‘‘ concrete whole”.’ 

The objective logician, then, in distinguishing between content 
(or object) and act, assumes from the start that the ‘judgement’, 
within which he is drawing the distinction, is a complex ; that the 
disiincta are hard and separable constituents, of which it is com- 
posed. And, agreeing so far with those who conform to the sub- 
jective position, he agrees with them also in his conception of one 
of these constituents. For'he assumes from the start that the act 
of judgement is neither more nor less than, for example, Euclid’s 
or the historian's ‘act of asserting’ or ‘attitude of belief’. Hence, 
though he appears to reject in toto the view of the judgement 
which is maintained by the ‘subjective’ logicians — ^for, while they 

^ Cf. above, Study II, pp. 85-9. 

* Cf., e.g., Russell, Mind, l.c., p. 205: *. . . knowledge cannot be other than 
psychical . . and p. 510: *But the judgement itself, in its purity, as something 
wholly psychical , . . 
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regard it as, in ultimate analysis, an ideal product made by the 
psychical activity of this or that individual thinker, he insists that 
the individual thinker and his mental attitudes or acts are utterly 
irrelevant — ^yet, after all, he shares with his opponents the same 
fundamental misconception of the judging subject.* It has never 
occurred to him to question their view of the finite minds: the 
minds which, in their finitude, in their limited duration and their 
mutual exclusiveness, are supposed, nevertheless, to be genuinely 
self-dependent and self-contained — ^to be creators and originators 
of thought. 

The judging mind, then, is to the objective logician precisely 
what it is erroneously assumed to be by those who adopt the sub- 
jective position ; but he relegates it, together with all its psychical 
attitudes and acts, to the domain of psychology. Hence, when 
he distinguishes withm the complex, which is popularly called a 
‘judgement', the act of assertion and the content (or object) 
asserted, the act is only mentioned to be cast aside. It is, on his 
view, in no sense a constituent of, or relevant to, the judgement 
with which he, as a logician, is concerned — the judgement in its 
logical character as the true or false. /^d, conversely, the judge- 
ment, as it interests the logician, is mof it ‘content’ or ‘object’, 
entirely free and void of ‘acl^ 

‘independent proposition’, then, is a ‘content’ which no 
thought ‘contains’, and which ‘contains’ no thought. It is an 
‘ object ’ with no essential relation to a ‘ subject ’ or a subject’s act. 
It is a proposition which nobody proposes ; a judgement which is 
not made or asserted ; an entity fixed and quiescent, from which 
all notion of development by (or in) a discursus must be rigidly 
excluded. It is, moreover, suspended midway between the only 
two realms of fact — ^the psychical and physical — ^which the objec- 
tive logician himself appears to recognize. And the unsophisticated 
student,* it must be said, is right to reject these ‘contents’ with- 
out a continent, these ‘objects’ abstracted from every ‘subject’, 
■these fixed and non-discursive judgements. For it is clear that the 
assumption of these paradoxical entities, these ‘independent 
propositions ’, is not ‘ forced upon us ’ nor in the least ‘ warranted by 
the requirements of a philosophical interpretation of our cognizant 
experience ’.3 

Far from it. The independent propositions^ which the objective 
logician would have us postulate as entities subsisting tunelessly 

^ Cl above, p. 242. * Cl above, p. 248. 3 above, p. 246. 
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in a middle region between the knowing minds and the world of 
facts they strive to know ; and the knowing minds, of which they 
are independent; the mipds of his psychology, which keep, in 
their psychical attitudes and acts, each within its private self, and 
all within a world of merely temporal facts and events — ^are twin 
fictions generated by the same faulty analysis, or, rather, by the 
same abuse of a loosely worded distinction. 

3. (6) The postulate of false propositions. According to the pre- 
ceding criticism, the general notion of independent propositions is 
a paradoxical fiction. The objective logician is led to frame it 
because, although he rightly recognizes that no adequate theory of 
the judgement qua true and false, and of its truth and falsity, can 
be developed on the basis of the subjective position, he still, with- 
out knowing it, has taken and keeps his stand within its outlines. 
For, in principle and in the main, he shares with the subjective 
logicians their conception of the judging minds and of the ultimately 
real — the ' facts ’ they judge ' about ’ and strive, in the end, to know. 

But this criticism, whether sound or not, will not convince the 
objective logicians. For ‘logic’, they will say, 'is a science; and, 
like all sciences, it not only may, but must, make use of working 
hypotheses. The notion of independent propositions may be a 
paradox and a fiction. But if it “works” in logic — the logician 
finds it convenient in formulating and solving his problems — ^it 
needs no further justification. Nor does it matter what view the 
logician takes of the judging minds and of the ultimate reality — 
theTeality to which, in the end, their judgements refer. Logic, like 
every science, has its own delimited domain. The logician, as such, 
is concerned with the true and the false, neither more, nor less — 
with propositions, their constituents, and their implications infer 
se. As to the judging minds — ^whether they make by their thinking, 
and in their thought, the judgements that are true and false, or 
whether, as he maintains, they do but “assert” or “believe” the 
propositions, the truths and falsities, that happen for a time to be 
their “ objects” — ^they fall in any case beyond the domain of logic, 
and are the concern solely of the psychologist. And as to the 
ultimately real — ^the world of facts, or whatever it may be, to 
which in the end these truths and falsities refer, of which indirectly, 
and in the last resort, they are valid — ^that is the concern solely of 
the metaphysician. ’ 

Earlier in this Study,* and in connexion with a very different 
, * Above, pp. 211-12. 
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theory, we came in sight of the view that logic is a special science. 
There it was argued that, because logic is a special science, the 
logician works with provisional, and perhaps fictitious, assump- 
tions, and must be content therefore with provisional results. He 
considers truth and falsity, and the judgements and inferences 
which are true and false, only imder a deliberate abstraction. For 
they all inseparably involve 'an aspect of psychical existence’; 
they all must exist and occur as events in, cind of, an individual 
self or soul — ^and this whole side of the true and the false, and of 
truth and falsity, is ruled out ab initio from the logician’s treat- 
ment by the hypothesis which makes and delimits the domain 
of his science. Here the same contention is used as a premiss for 
a quite different conclusion. Because logic is a science (so the 
objective logician argues) its domain is self-sufficient within its 
rigidly determined limits. There is no suggestion or admission that 
the logician must be content with provisional results. On the 
contrary: it is assumed that the truths and falsities, of which he 
treats, are, as truths and falsities, complete within his treatment 
of them. The judging minds on the one hand, and, on the other, 
the ultimate reality (or world of facts) about which they judge, 
fall outside his limited domain ; and therefore (so it seems to be 
argued) he is free to take what view he pleases of them. For the 
ideal realm of meaning, which is his domain, is a middle region 
between the two real worlds, the worlds of psychical and of 
physical fact. It is between them — ^i.e. isolated from them, and 
self-sufficient in its isolation. 

Because of the self-sufftciency of the science of logic and of its 
ideal realm of meaning, the logician (so it seems to be contended) 
is in no way responsible for the fact — ^if it be a fact — ^that his 
working hypothesis entails absurdities — ^if they are absurdities — 
in the domains of psychology and metaphysics. He is responsible 
for one thing, and for one thing only: viz. that his hypothesis 
should be such as to ‘work’ within the logical domain. If, there- 
fore, the working hypothesis of the objective logician (viz. his 
postulate of independent propositions) is to be effectively criticized, 
the critic must show that it fails to ‘work’ — ^that, by making and 
using this postulate, the objective logician does not in fact succeed 
in developing a coherent account of the items of knowledge and 
errors, i.e. the ‘apparent facts’ which (like every logician) he has 
set out to explain.* 


* Cf. above, p. 248. 
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Now though it seems certain that in this matter the ‘ ordinary 
critic’ is right — ^for it is preposterous to sunder the whole of things 
into two or perhaps three mutually independent realms, and to 
split up the whole body of knowledge into a plurality of watertight 
compartments — still, for the sake of argument, let us take up the 
challenge. Let us meet the objective logician on his own ground 
so far at least as to ask whether the postulate of false propositions 
‘works’ — ^whether, or how far, it enables him to elucidate the fact 
and the nature of error, and its distinction from knowledge. For 
that, as we shall see," is the problem which the use of this postulate 
is expected to solve. 

There is a,preliminary objection which may perhaps be raised. 
After all,'*s it essential to the objective position to postulate false 
propositions at all? Can not the objective logician throw the 
whole burden of falsity and error upon the judging subject — 
remove both the fact of error, and any problem or problems it 
may entail, from the domain of logic altogether, and relegate it to 
psychology ? 

Russell, for example, inclines at times to this way of thinking 
even in his article on Meinong,® where in the main he advocates 
the doctrine he had maintained in the Principles of Mathematics f 
viz. that ‘true and false propositions alike are in some sense 
entities, and are in some sense capable of being logical subjects’. 
He says, for example,'* th at ‘k nowledge cannot be oth er th an 
ps ychical' and that ‘the judgera eiat, in its""puntv*. is ‘w hoOV 
psychicalT and clearl y, it these stafonents are to hTpressed TlKe 
logician has hbihing whatever to do with the experienoTJor 
recognitidh)'bTIrutn— nothmglolSlinlhrknoMed^ 
of 'knowledge ('^SMemolo^) woul 3 rno~longer be a blend of logic 
and psychology,® but a department of psychology pure and 
simple. Later, in the same article,® two alternative views are set 
out for discussion. ‘On one view, a complex is the same thing a 4 
a proposition, and is always either true or false, but has being 
equally in either case; on the other view, the only complexes afi-- 
true propositions, and falsehood is a property of such judgements 
as have no objectives.’’’ Between these two views, he says, ‘it is 

" Below, p. 257. * Above, p. 249. ’ § 52. 

■* Mind, I.C., pp. 205, 210: quoted above, p. 251. 

s Cf. above, p. 244. ® Mind, l.c., p. 512. 

’’ a. just below, where this view is difierently— and, I think, more accuratdy— 
stated thus ; 'Judgement has no object except when the object is a true proposition, 
\true here is tautologous, since on this view all propositions are true] ; ‘ an erroneous 
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not easy to decide’; and though he does eventually decide in 
favour of the first, he does so only with obvious hesitation — and 
in a later work* abandons it, and advocates the second. , 

‘In his latest theory of truth^ Mr. Russell . . . rejects the realm of the 
false: he no longer thinks there are false objectives. Nevertheless the 
doctrine that our statements are about these objectives . . . remains ; 
only, whereas true statements point towards their objectives, the 
corresponding false statements point from them. This’ (Joseph adds, 
and the criticism is unanswerable) ‘ is s& payer ie mots ; for what is 
pointing from the objective "that the sun moves’’ [or, to take an 
example I gave before,® “that Charles I was beheaded’’] except pointing 
falsely towards it ? ’ 

But if falsity and error are to be extruded from the domain of 
logic on the ground that false judgement is nothing but a special 
psychical attitude or act, true judgement and knowledge must, 
on the same principle, be eliminated also from logic and relegated 
to psychology. For they, too, are acts of asserting or attitudes of 
believing — ^transient states and events of temporally existent 
minds. ‘But they have propositions — ^timeless entities — ^as their 
objects.’ Are we then to suppose that the object — ^the inde- 
pendent proposition — ^vitaEy afiects the asserting or believing, 
with which it is for a time associated; that it converts a purely 
psychical phenomenon (one that belongs to the domain of psycho- 
logy, and is of interest only to the psychologist) into a genuine 
feature of the timeless realm of meaning, a proper subject of the 
logician’s study? Such a supposition is incompatible with the 
severance of psychology and logic, and the ‘self-suf&ciency’ of 
their respective domains ; and it would wreck the independence of 
the proposition. A proposition, it seems, is such that it enters into, 
and radically alters the character of, the assertings and believings 
of the finite minds; the proposition, for example, ‘that the angles 
of a triangle are equal to two right angles’ is such that it trans- 
forms Euclid’s transient psychi^ attitude or act into a timeless, 
impersonal, logical assertion. ^ so, a full account of this or any 
proposition, of this or any truth, must recognize (it seems) that 
what it is, it is not sheerly in itself — ^that what it is consists, in part ' 

judgement is one which, though it seems to have an object, xeally has none. 
On this view truth and falsehood apply most fitly to judgement; the object, when 
there is one, may be called a fact.' 

* The Analysis of Mind, p. 273. 

* I quote from H. W. B. Joseph’s article in Mind, vol. xxxvii, p. 22. 

’ P- 243 - 
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at least, in what it does in, and to, the finite minds of which it 
beeves the 'object’. 

judgements, then, as well as false judgements — the believ- 
ings which, having propositions for their objects, are ‘items of 
knowledge’, as weU as those other psychical attitudes (whatever 
they may be) which are errors — ^must, on this principle, be extruded 
from the domain of logic altogether. But if so — if true judgements 
and knowledge, false judgements and error are of no concern or 
interest to the logician, what are the ‘apparent facts’ he js study- 
ing, and what are the problems of his scienc^ ? The entire objective 
position, I submit, wiU have been reduced to futihty. 

In short, the preliminary objection,* if raised, could not be 
sustained. To adopt the objective position commits the logician 
to the postulate of false as well as true propositions. And when 
Russell, or any other ‘objective logician’, abandons these eternal 
false entities, he betrays a deplorable weakening of his faith ; for 
he is surrendering in effect the objective position as a whole. The 
postulate of false propositions — of independent false connexions 
subsisting timelessly between terms or concepts or elements of 
meaning (or whatever we are to call the simple constituents of a 
proposition), and being such as to become from time to time the 
objects of those psychical attitudes or acts which are commonly 
called ‘false judgements’ or ‘errors’ — seems, no doubt, a strange 
one. Still, within logic, we are assured, it ‘works’; and we have 
agreed, for the sake of argument, to examine it solely from this 
point of view.^ 

Let us ask, then, (i) precisely what problem or problems the 
postulate of false propositions enables the objective logician to 
solve, and (ii) by what manner of using it he achieves the solution. 
We can hardly do better than turn to Russell’s article on ‘ Meinong 
for enlightenment. 

(i) According to Russell, the problem — ^the chief, if not the only 
problem — ^which the postulate of false propositions enables the 
objective logician to solve, may be set out as follows.'* 

Unless we postulate false propositions — ^i.e. unless we suppose 
that what we believe in our false judgements or errors are entities 
having ‘some kind of extra-mental subsistence’ — ^we shall be 
driven to the view that a false judgement or error is a heUef in 
nothing. For what do we believe in the false judgement (say) ‘ that 

^ Above, p. 255. * Cf, above, p. 255. ® Mind, vol, xiii. 

. ^ Cl, for what follows, Mind^ l.c., pp. 218-19. 

4746 3 



258 WHAT IS IT THAT IS TRUE OR FALSE ? 

the diagonal of a square is commensurate with its side’ or 'that 
Charles I died peacefully in his bed ’ ? We believe — ^RusseU suggests 
— ‘in a relation between two terms which, as a matter of fact, are 
not so related’. And ‘thus we seem to believe in nothing: for if 
there were such a relation as we believe in, the belief would not 
be erroneous’. 

It seems, then, that we have to choose between two alternatives. 
Either we must admit that, in a false judgement or error, ‘ though 
we believe, there is nothing we believe in ’ : oy we must suppose that 
we believe m an entity, which, though it does not ‘exist’ or is not 
an actual event or matter-of-fact, is, nevertheless, other than our 
believing, has (in Russell’s terminology) ‘some kind of extra- 
mental subsistence’. 

Now the first of these alternatives is absurd. Russell deals too 
gently with it when he says that ‘the idea of a belief, which is a 
belief in nothing, seems at first sight inadmissible ’, or when he refers 
to it as a ‘possibihty’ which ‘seems too paradoxical to be main- 
tained except in the last resort’. To believe, and yet to believe in 
nothing, is not to believe at aU.* The idea is inadmissible from first 
to last and aH the time. It is not a ‘ possibility ’ in any sense or at all. 
It cannot be ‘maintained’ even ‘in the last resort’ ; for nobody, 
however desperate, can ‘maintain’ a contradiction in terms. 

(ii) Hence the objective logician is forced to embrace the second 
alternative — ^the only remaining alternative, as Russell here 
assumes.® He is forced to postulate false propositions — ^falsities 
subsisting tunelessly ‘without ’ the mind — and to use this postulate 
m his analysis of false judgements or erroneous beliefs. The use 
he makes of it has the merit of simplicity. What it is we have 
seen already, but a summary restatement is perhaps advisable. 
The ‘apparent facts’, which the objective logician (like every other 
logician) sets out to explain, are true and false judgements, correct 
and erroneous beliefs, items of knowledge and errors. According 
to him, these ‘apparent facts’ are complex, and the explanation 
of them is an analysis into simple or simpler constituents plus 

Cl Plato, Theaeteius iSSd-iSqb (189 a 12: ’-4AAd S ye ju.ijSh to 

Trapd'ffav ovte ; Parmenides 132 B [The Nature of Truth, § 48]. 

^ The assumption, though consistent with the objective position, rests upon 
an incomplete disjunction. For an erroneous belief, Russell assumes, is either a 
psychical event with, or a psychical event without, an extra-mental object. But 
there is a third alternative; for perhaps a belief '(whether erroneous or correct) is 
not in this sense a ‘psychical event* at all. The whole opposition, in short, between 
what is within, and what is without, a mind — ^as the objective logician works with 
it — ^may prove to be meaningless. 
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a relation. Further, one of these constituents, he t akes it for 
granted, is always a psychical event— a psychical event, more- 
over, the same in character in every one of these ‘apparent facts’. 
In every item of knowledge, and in every error, one constituent is 
that special change of, and within, a singular mind which is a 
‘believing’.! Now, when the ‘apparent fact’ is an item of know- 
ledge, the completion of its analysis presents no difficulty to the 
objective logician. In an item of knowledge — say, in Euclid’s 
judgement that the diagonal of a square is incommensurate with 
the side— the psychical constituent is ‘related to’ an entity which 
(though it does not ‘exist’, is not a ‘fact’) is yet (as he thinks) 
undeniably ‘ something ’. For this entity is a true proposition ; and 
if, strictly speaking, it is not ‘real’ — ^since to be ‘real’ is to exist 
and occur in time, to be a psychical or a physical event — ^it has a 
timeless subsistence (an ideal being), which is (so to speak) more 
and better than temporal reality. The relation of the psychical 
constituent (say, of Euclid’s believing) to the other constituent is, 
no doubt, ‘peculiar’ ; for® ‘one term’ (viz. the psychical term, the 
believing) ‘is nothing but an awareness of the other term’. Still 
the objective logician notes this peculiarity ; calls the relation ‘the 
cognitive relation’ to mark its special character; and passes on 
with the comment that the relation is ‘more essential, more inti- 
mate, than any other’ — since ‘the relatedness seems to form part 
of the very nature of one of the related terms ’.^ 

When, on the other hand, the ‘apparent fact’ is an error (the 
false judgement, say, that the diagonal is commensurate with the 
side), the completion of its analysis seems at first sight to present 
certain difficulties. For is there, besides the psychical event, 
another constituent in this complex at all ? And if there is, what 
is the relation uniting the two constituents — the erroneous believ- 
ing and the object in which I erroneously believe? Over the first 
‘of these difficulties the objective logician triumphs by m aking and 
using the postulate of false propositions. The false proposition 
(e.g. that the diagonal is commensurate with the side) is the second 
constituent of an error, just as the true proposition is the second 
constituent of one item of knowledge. Certainly the false proposi- 
tion — the ob j ect, in which I erronfeously believe — ^is not ‘real ’ . It is 

* Russell, as we have seen, calls the psychical constituent sometimes an act of 
assertion, and sometimes an attitude of belief or a believing. But, so far as I can 
discover, he regards it as on$ and the same in character in spite of the different 
names he gives to it. 

* Mind, l.c., p. 510. 3 
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not a fact ; it does not exist and occur in time. But in that sense, as 
we saw, the true proposition^ — ^the object in which Euclid correctly 
believes — ^is not ‘ real ’ either. But the false proposition is — ^no less 
than the true proposition — ^undeniably ‘something’. Both of 
them are ‘entities’, which have a timeless subsistence other than, 
and superior to, the temporal reality of psychical and physical fact. 

As to the second difficulty, the objective logician — ^so far at least 
as his views are faithfully represented by Russell — skims lightly 
over it. The relation between the erroneous believing and its 
object is, it seems clear, the same ‘ peculiar ’ relation ; i.e. in error, 
as in knowledge, the believing ‘is nothing but an awareness of the 
other term’. But — ^perhaps because there is, to say the least, a 
startling inappropriateness in speaking of a ‘cognitive relation’ 
between the constituents of a complex which is not knowledge but 
error — Russell tends to avoid using the term ‘relation’ altogether 
in his analysis of the erroneous belief. He substitutes for it the 
phrase ‘ attitude towards ’. The doctrine, which he ‘ believes to be 
correct’, is summarized towards the end of the article." 

Is it necessary to point out that the objective logician (if, as 
there seems no reason to doubt, Russell’s article fairly presents his 
views) has thrown no light whatever by such an analysis on the 
nature of error and its distinction from knowledge ? The analysis, 
after all, amounts to no more than this : a correct belief (an item 
of knowledge) is beheving a truth, and an erroneous belief (an 
error) is believing a falsity. And if we ask, ‘What then is a truth, 
what is a falsity, and how do they differ from one another ? ’, we 
have to be content with the answer: ‘Both are independent 
propositions — ^i.e. complex entities, which are not facts, which do 
not exist either within or without the mind, but which have 
a timeless subsistence — and they differ immediately from one 
another.’ ‘What is truth and what falsehood’, Russell says 
frankly at the end, ‘we must merely apprehend, for both seenf 
incapable of analysis. ’* 

* Mind, I.C., p. 523. ' It may be said — and this is, I believe, the correct view — 
that there is no problem at all in truth and falsehood ; that some propositions are 
true and some false, just as some roses are red and some white; that belief is a 
certain attitude towards propositions, which is called Imowledge when they are 
true, error when they are false/ After pointing out what to most of us wpuld 
seem a fatal objection, and after a short and most unconvincing discussion, the 
article ends wili reiterating the view in question (p. 524). 

* I.C., p, 524. There is an attempt in the Pyinciples of Mathematics (§ 52) to 
distinguish a true from a false proposition, on the ground that a proposition when 
it "happens to be true, . . . has a further quality, over and above that which it 
shares with false propositions’. This further quality’, Hussell says, "is what I 
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§ 15. (C) Idealist Position 

I. The subjective and objective positions agree fundamentally 
in two respects. Certainly there are obvious points of contrast 
between them. According to the first, judgement is a synthesis of 
ideas made by a particular mind; and it is the proper subject of 
the predicates ‘true’ or ‘false’, because it must either correspond, or 
be discordant, with a real cohesion or a matter-of-fact. According 
to the second, not judgement, but the proposition — a timeless nexus 
of elements, which subsists per se and in no way depends upon a 
particular mind or minds — ^is the proper subject of the predicates 
‘true’ and ‘false’. The nexus subsists — and as subsisting is either 
an eternal truth or an eternal falsity. 

Yet, that they agree in two respects is no less obvious. For (i) 
according to both, the experience of truth or falsity is the merely 
private affair of the particular mind. Hence, as we saw, in theories 
conforming to the subjective position truth and falsity themselves 
(i.e. the judgements which are true or false) tend to become 
infected with the privacy, particularity, and transience which are 
supposed to characterize the judging minds and their synthetic 
activity ; while, in theories conforming to the objective position, truth 
and falsity, because in their proper nature impersonal, universal, 
and eternal, tend to. vanish from human experience altogether — 
to become ‘entities’, mere ‘somethings’ we know not what unless 
we happen, like the objective logicians, to be gifted with a special 
intuition of things-in-themselves and their immediate differences 
from one another. And (ii) according to both positions, ‘true’ and 
‘false’ are mutually incompatible predicates — ^predicates, therefore, 
belonging to different subjects. The judgement — or, again, the 
proposition — ^must be either true-not-false or false-not-true ; i.e. 
some judgements (or propositions) are true and others false, as 
some squares on a chess-board are white and others black^ — or 
(as Russell expresses it) as ‘some roses are red and others white’. 

mean by assertion in a logical as opposed to a psychological sense.' But in 
a previous chapter (§ 38) the same mysterious quality — ‘ a quality which, in a 
non-psychological sense, may be called being asserted* — ^is invoked to distinguish 
a proposition proper (e.g. 'A is greater than B') from ‘a proposition considered 
merely as a complex concept' (e.g, 'A's being greater than B'). The attempt 
therefore must be dismissed as a failure. For one and the same quality — ^however 
mysterious — cannot serve both to constitute a proposition in distinction from a 
mere complex concept, and to distinguish, amongst genuine propositions, the true 
from the false. Cf. The Nature of Truth, p. 38. 

* I borrow the comparison from Bosanquet, Implication and^ Linear Inference, 
p. 154: 'If it were the case that truth and falsehood were scattered through our 
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The idealist position rejects a limine and in toto both these 
assumptions in which the subjective and objective positions agree. 
For (i) according to it, the true and the false must be experienced; 
but the experience is never the merely private affair of a particular 
mind. No mind is particular in the sense supposed — ^i.e. such that 
its experience, or even its experiencing, is merely its private affair. 
In theories that conform to this position, the proper subject of the 
predicates ‘ true ’ and ‘ false ' is called a ‘judgement ' ; but they mean 
by the term neither a ‘psychical product' (something made by 
this or that mind out of ideas and by its spontaneous function 
of synthesis), nor a ‘proposition’ — ^i.e. a self-subsistent nexus, 
which need not be experienced at all, but which, when (or if) it is 
experienced, becomes the object of a ‘believing’, of a psychical 
attitude private and confined to this or that mind. Those who 
conform to this position mean by ‘ a judgement ’ (as we saw before) 
the ideal expansion of a fact — ^its self-development in the medium 
of the discursus which is thought, and tiberefore through the 
co-operative activity of a judging mind.^ /And (ii) according to 
the idealist position, no judgement is trueihiot-false or false-not- 
true. Every judgement is true because, and in so far as, it is an 
indispensable constituent phase of a relatively self-contained (or 
total), a relatively coherent (and so stable) stage of the infinite 
advance of knowledge ; because, and in so far as, it is an indispens- 
able constituent of the totality of knowledge-or-^truth which 
possesses, and is pursued by, the human spirit as it fexists, and is 
embodied, at a given period of the world’s history.* But it is a 
phase which supplements, and is supplemented by, other equally 
indispensable phases ; and what truth it has, it has (or is) only in 
the cohering totality of this context. It is true because, and in so 
far as, it stands and falls with a whole system of judgements which 
stand and fall with it.’ Taken by itseh, as this single judgement, 

assertions and reasonings like black and white squares on a chess-board, some 
absolutely one thing and some absolutely the other, and no gradation between the 
other and the one' [the problem set by error would be insoluble]. 

* Above, p. 182. Cf. again Bosanquet, who [Science and Philosophy, p. X07) 
sums up in a few words the essential contrast I wish to emphasize : * The judgment 
is not the response of a punctual centre, but the self-shaping of a full world.' 

* There is, of course, a very serious difficulty here, of which I am fully aware, 

and to which I shall return: viz. whether, or in what sense, knowledge-or- 
truth can and must be regarded also as the complete and infinite whole of all the 
stages of its own advance. But this difficulty does not directly affect my present 
point. % 

5 Cf. above, p. 210. 
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it is not only an incomplete, but a mutilated, fragment of know- 
ledge or of truth. And because of, and to the extent of, that mutila- 
tion — because of all the supplementation it requires and implies, 
but cannot possibly include and express within (so to speak) its 
own four corners— every judgement is, strictly and by its very 
nature, false. The judgement, in short, is ‘the proper subject of 
the predicates " true ” and “ false ” ’ in the sense that every judge- 
ment is, and must be, both true and false: i.e. neither absolutely, 
but each (and both) relatively and in some degree.* 

3.' We have thus come back to the position which was pre- 
supposed, at the beginning of these Studies, as the background 
and the basis for a provisional description of the subject-matter 
and method of logic— for the ‘formula of orientation’ given in the 
introductory Study. We have come back to it, as to the only 
tenable position — ^the only position within which, notwithstanding 
certain manifest difficulties, it seems possible to frame adequate 
answers to the questions; ‘What is it that is true or false, and 
wherein does its truth or falsity consist ? '* The assertion of this 
position is now significant, because we have seen the chief mis- 
takes which, in affirming it, we negate. Within its outlines, if 
anywhere, there is a prospect of forming a clear conception of 
truth and falsity, and of their ‘relation’ to knowledge and so 
of developing eventually a philosophical interpretation (i.e. an 
intelligent and intelligible account) of the ‘apparent facts’ of our 
cognizant experience.'^ 

Let me try, then, in conclusion, («) to recapitulate once more 
the leading features of this position (the position I have called 
‘idealist’), ip) to draw attention to two very large and manifest 
difficulties, which are often supposed to be fatal to it ; and (c) to 
indicate the lines of solution and defence which seem open to those 
of us who accept it in principle. 

3. (a) Logic is philosophy, and its subject-matter, therefore, is 
concretely real both in its totality and in its detail, is ‘real’ in the 
only full and genuine sense of the term, viz. such that its being 
is ‘spiritual’. The realm or world of logic is, in other words, 
a spiritual reality^ It is the self-fulfilment pf mind as the ‘vis' 
cognoscens’ or theoretical spirit. And the constituents of that 

* Cf. above, p. 182 ; and for the general view of tbe judgement, according to the 
idealist position, see pp. 249-51 and the passages there cited. 

* Cf, above, p. 181, 

® Cf. above, p. 242. 

^ Cf. above, pp. 204, 246. 
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realm, the facts in that world, are phases, stretches, stages of that 
self-fulfilment. 

This spiritual reality— this self-fulfilment of the theoretical spirit 
— ^is the total subject-matter of logic;- i.e. the philosopher qua 
logician moves throughout -within it ; is engaged throughout in the 
critical or reflective analysis of it; and exhibits it in its fuUy 
intelligible structure or coherence in so far as his speculation 
rounds itself into the ‘system’ or ‘science’ of logic. ‘Knowledge’ 
— or, to avoid a possible misunderstanding, ‘knowledge-or-truth’ 
— ^was suggested (in the introductory Study) as the most conve- 
nient term (or phrase) to designate this total subject-matter of 
logic.* But if we so designate it, we must keep firm hold of the 
sense, in which alone these terms are appropriate. We must not 
be led astray by this or that interpretation which is put upon 
‘knowledge’ or ‘truth’ in other logical theories or in popular 
discussion, (i) The knowledge, for example, or the truth, of which 
logic is the reflective analysis, is not ‘of’ or ‘about’ reality. Neither 
knowledge, nor truth, is a mental process or product, contrasted 
-with a non-mental or extra-mental ‘object’ ; something within the 
mind referring, or related to, or perhaps ‘representing’, an external 
reality, a fact or world of facts without the mind. Or, again, (ii) 
knowledge (the knowledge, of which logic is the reflective analysis) 
is not one term in the so-caUed ‘cognitive relation’, and ‘truth’ 
the other. Knowledge, that is, is not the abstracted subjective 
act, nor truth the abstracted object, of cognizance ; nor is either of 
them one of these abstractions together with a relation (or reference) 
to the other. Knowledge, in other words, is not ‘knowing’ — even 
if you add ‘a knowing which, though within the mind, refers, 
or is related, to a fact outside’. Nor is truth a self-subsistent 
nexus, without and independent of the mind — even if you add 
‘ such that it may be kno-wn, i.e. may become one of the two con- 
trasted terms which are held apart and together by a cognitive 
rfelion’. 

I T he knowledge, then, or the truth, of which logic is the reflective 
analysis, is not about reality. ‘Knowledge’, we must insist, ‘is 
reality itself qua kno-wn; and reality, in becoming and beipg 
kno-wn, is constituting andthaintaining itself in the form of trutlv"’*- 

* Cf. alcove. Study I, e.g. pp. 11-21. 

* Cf. Bosauquet, Implication and Linear Inference, p. 148. He urges that truth 
' is reality * and ' is in the form of ideas * ; that it is * the form which reality assumes 
when expressed through ideas in particular minds’. He then adds, in a footnote: 

* The phrase "it is about reality” suggests that its quality depends on representing 
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(iii) Even this way of putting the matter is not entirely free from 
ambiguity. It still fails to emphasize sufficiently that the phrase 
‘knowledge-or-truth’ is intended to designate a seZ/-fulfilment or 
seiJ/-development — a discursus or dialectic, which differentiates 
itself into contrasted moments (e.g. into judging minds and facts 
ideally expanding, into knowing subjects and objects known), 
and, in and through this self-differentiation, is continuously 
integrating itself, thus affirming and keeping its spiritual (i.e. its 
concrete) unity and self-identity. For a spiritual reality is ‘one’ 
and ‘the same with itself' by the continuous unifying of a conti- 
nuously self-generated plurality, by the continuous synthesizing 
of the differences it continuously creates by self-analysis.* Per- 
haps, then, it is less misleading to speak — ^in the language I used 
before® — of ‘ the total self-development — ^the infinite dialectic, the 
infinite self-analysis and self-synthesis — ^in (and as) which reality 
takes intelligible shape, and manifests itself as knowledge-or- 
timth'. (iv) Yet even this way of speaking may still be misunder- 
stood. For the ‘reality’, which ‘takes shape’ and ‘manifests 
itself’, is nothing behind and apart from the discursus these meta- 
phors describe. That which ‘takes shape’ is, here, one with the 
taking shape and with the shape it takes; ‘reality’, here, is all of 
this, and the whole of it, and nothing less than it. And if reality 
‘manifests itself as knowledge-or-truth’, this reality itself clearly 
is the manifesting and the manifestation, (v) To be real — to be 
actual as a spiritual reality — is to be more, no doubt, than the 
self-development which is knowledge-or-truth. For logic is not 
the whole of philosophy; and the spiritual reality, which is its 
subject-matter, is the self-fulfilment of spirit considered abstractly 
— considered in one only of its modalities or forms, and not in all. 
Still, this form or modality is ijnedispensaUe. To“be real is at least 
to be actual as the self-fulfilment (or as a phase or stage of the 
self-fulfilment) of the theoretical spirit, of spirit in its theoretical 
modality; to be actual in the form of knowledge-or-truth, and 
therefore to be (or to belong to) the subject-matter of logic.®* 

4. (b) If we are to maintain a position of this kind, we must be 
prepared to encounter many difficulties — some really formidable, 

, others formidable only in appearance, but all certain to be urged 


anmathing outside it. But this is upside down ; it is reality which becomes truth 
when it takes ideal form.’ 

* Cf. above. Study I, pp. 46-9. ’ Cf. above, Study III, p. 182. 

. ’ Cf. above. Study I, pp. 9-10, 14-15, 5X-9. 
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by critics of various schools. Two of the most serious criticisms — 
based upon dfficulties which lie at the root of all the rest — ^may be 
set out briefly as follows. 

(i). The fact of error — ^so the first of these criticisms will insist — 
is fatal to the ideaUst position. For if one could assume that there 
is no difference between falsity and partial truth, between error 
and incomplete knowledge, then doubtless every judgement — and 
every group and subordinate system of judgements — ^would be 
both true and false, part only of knowledge and eo ipso an error. 
On that assumption — ^but not otherwise — every judgement, or 
group of judgements, being less than the available totality of 
knowledge, is knowle^e incomplete and therefore erroneous ; or 
must be false, because only a phase or stretch (or, at the most, 
a stage) in ‘the self-development of reality in the form of truth’ — 
or, to use simpler language, because only a step in the advance of 
knowledge, a grade in the evolution of truth. But such an assump- 
tion conflicts with the plainest facts. Incomplete knowledge of 
geometry, for example, cannot be identified with geometrical 
error. The knowledge, say, of the beginner, who has mastered no 
more than the first proposition of Euclid, is totally different in 
character from, for example, the error that the diagonal of the 
square is commensurate with its side. There is a radical difference 
between a partial truth and a falsity — ^between (say) the true, but 
vague and indeterminate, judgement that ‘Charles I met a violent 
death’, and the false judgement that ‘the end came peacefully to 
him in his bed’. 

And with the recognition that falaty ^d error have, so to speak, 
a positive character of their own;,..are radically different froni, 
, and irreducible to, partial truth and incomplete knowledge — ^the 
idealist position seems utterly to collapse. For that falsities and 
errors occur, it does not — and indeed could not — dispute. Yet 
what account could possibly be given of them within its outlines ? 
They stand out, it seems, in irreconcilable hostility to that ‘self- 
fulfilment of the theoretical spirit ’ which, according to the idealist 
position, is knowledge-or-truth.» 

And (ii) this first criticism will be reinforced by a second. For, 
the critic will say, there is a fundamental inconsistency in the 
idealist position. Knowledge-or-truth, we are told on the one 
hand, is a discursns or, a dialectic ; and our single judgements, our 
groups and subordinate systems of judgements, are respectively 
^ Cl above, pp. 248, 254. 
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phases, stretches, stages of its continuous, onward-sweeping flow. 
To put it broadly, knowledge-or-truth is essentially in fieri ; a 
process or growth in time, advancing, evolving, fulfilling, com- 
pleting itself — ^but never finished or complete, never finally 
developed or fulfilled. But, on the other hand, we are also told 
that knowledge-or-truth is a ‘reahn’ or 'world', a self-fulfilment 
of spirit in one of its essential modalities ; a spiritual reality which 
o-ffirmg and keeps its concrete unity and self-identity ; a total self- 
development ; a dialectic which is ‘ infinite ’ — ^not because unending, 
but because all-inclusive, self-supporting, and tunelessly complete. 

Now, the critic will insist, between these two ways of conceiving 
knowledge-or-truth the idealist logician must make his choice. 
He cannot be allowed to shift from one to the other; for most 
certainly they are mutually incompatible. Is knowledge-or-truth 
essentially in jieri — a never-ending advance, an evolution pointing 
always to a fuller stage beyond ? Then, clearly, knowledge is of 
necessity always incomplete, truth always partial. For there is 
no stage in the advance which will not give place to a fuller and 
more coherent successor — even if every stage is relatively complete 
and whole, by contrast with the stages it succeeds or with the 
mere stretches and phases of itself. Knowledge-or-truth, therefore, 
being by its very nature always incomplete and partial, is — 
according to the idealist logician's own theory — error as weU ^ 
knowledge, false in some degree as well as. true. The dialectic, in 
short, the self-fulfilling discursus, is nothing but a procession of 
errors. Viewed as moments in the continuous advance, its succ^ 
sive phases, stretches, and stages may be said, no doubt, to 
contribute to ‘the truth'— i.e. to a knowledge more inclusive and 
more coherent than themselves. ^But this 'truth', to which they 
contribute, is destined to be merged and superseded in the next 
stage of the advance; it is part only of a fuller truth that is to 
be. Hence they must equally be said to contribute always to a 
falsity and an error larger and more misleading than themselves. 

Perhaps, then, the idealist logician will choose, andhold fast to, the 
other alternative. Perhaps he will maintain that the temporal 
character of knowledge-or-truth is a mere appearance, belying the 
real nature of that which is here appearing,' that,. essentiafiy aud 
in reality, knowledge-or-truth is a timeless whole — an ihfimte 
dialectic, eternally self-fulfillmg and eternally self-fulfilled.^ Let us 
assume, the critic will sky, that it is possible so to conceive 
knowledge-or-truth— a very large and generous assumption. The 
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timeless vvliole, the infinite dialectic, would doubtless, in its 
absolute completeness, be knowledge in no sense erroneous or 
error; and, in its absolute self-supporting coherence, be true 
wholly and utterly — the truth without a trace of falsity. But so 
to conceive knowledge-or-truth will leave the idealist logician 
powerless to offer any intelligible account of the ‘ apparent facts ’ — 
of the judgements that seem both true and false ; of the knowledge 
(or the error) that appears to be a growth in time ; of the discursus 
which seems to pass in part through temporally existent minds ; 
of the self-development and self-manifestation of fact, in which 
the finite judging subjects seem to co-operate and play their part. 
For, measured against the eternal and absolute completeness of 
the whole (the timeless whole which knowledge-or-truth essentially 
is), every phase and stretch and stage of the so-called advance of 
knowledge is equally and utterly worthless and condemned. All, 
measured by such a standard, are, sheerly false. They contribute 
not at all to knowledge or to truth; for knowledge-or-truth, ex 
hypothesi, is tunelessly self-supporting and tunelessly complete. 

5. (c) Lines of defence. The formidable nature of the difficulties, 
which lie behind these criticisms, must at once be admitted. A 
complete solution of them is not to be foimd in any of the theories 
which conform to the idealist position. ‘Then’, the critic will say, 
‘the common opinion is right. These difficulties are fatal to the 
idealist position. The conclusion of the whole matter is scepticism ; 
and that, in philosophy, is the confession of bankruptcy. ’ But the 
difficulties are formidable, not to the idealist logician alone, but to 
theories conforming to any and every conceivable philosophical 
position. They are formidable, because they are real — ^i.e. inherent 
in the very nature of knowledge-or-truth. And if the idealist 
logician is no more able than any other philosopher to offer a 
‘complete solution’, he is able at least to show that a ‘complete 
solution’ is, in the nature of the case, impossible. For a ‘complete 
solution ’ would mean the achievement and possession of absolute 
knowledge-or-truth here and now and by a particular mind. It 
would mean the compression and concentration of the infinite 
dialectic, of the discursus in its infinitude and wholeness, within an 
infinitesimal and transient phase of itself. 

The idealist logician, then, will be the first to recognize that, 
behind these criticisms, lie difficulties which are, and must remain, 
insoluble. Nevertheless, he has open to him certain lines of 
defence against the criticisms themselves — ^i.e. against the special 
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formulation given to the difficulties by the supposed critic. Thus, 
the fact of error constitutes in one sense a difficulty which no 
theory of knowledge-or-truth— no logic— can solve. In one sense; 
but not precisely in the sense represented in the preceding criticism! 
Against that formulation, the idealist logician has every right to 
protest. And though there is in error a feature which remains to 
the end insoluble, the idealist logician is not so helpless as the 
critic supposes. His theory does not ‘utterly collapse*. On the 
contrary : within limits, which he recognizes and rightly recognizes 
to be inevitable, he does in fact succeed in offering an intelligible 
account even of error. Similarly, what, borrowing a phrase from 
Bradley and applying it in our own manner, we may conveniently 
call the ‘ twofold nature ’* of knowledge-or-truth, constitutes in one 
sense an insoluble difficulty. In one sense ; but, once again, not in 
the sense represented by our imaginary critic. For the real difficulty 
is not that the idealist logician is bound to choose one or the other 
of two alternative views of knowledge-or-truth — ^both of which 
ignore or deny its twofold nature — and that, whichever he chooses, 
his failure is inevitable and ludicrous. The real difficulty is, on the 
contrary, that he is bound to recognize and accept this ‘twofold 
nature’ ; and, in doing so, to recognize that no intelligible account 
is possible of its ‘how’ or ‘why’. For knowledge-or-truth — ^like 
every form of spiritual reality, like every modality of self-expression 
or self-fulfihnent of spirit — ;is eternal and yet appears in time, is 
infinite and yet displayed in and through the self-limitation by 
spirit of its infinitude. The fact of this union of contrasted and 
seemingly incompatible characters is forced upon our recognition 
throughout the whole range, and in every detail, of our experience ; 
but the whole of our philosophical speculation presupposes it, 
moves within it, and can hardly be said, perhaps, to render it fully 
intelli^ble. 

(i) ^'Against the first criticism, then, the hues of the idealist 
logician’s defence may be traced as follows: 

He will refuse to be bluffed into accepting either of the alterna- 
tives, which the critic tacitly assumes to be exclusive; or to be 
deceived by the superficial plausibility of his examples. He is not 

> Cf. The Nature of Truth, §§ 7, 58-9: Bradley, o.%.,B.ssays, pp. 86-9, 338-41: 
Logie^, p. 629 (' This twofold nature of Reality, by which it slides away from itself 
into our distinction, so as there to become a predicate — while all the time it retains 
in itsdf, as an ultimate subject, every quality which we loosen from and relate to 
it — ^is, if you please, inexplicable. But none the less ... it is a fundamental fact’) ; 
Bosanquet, e.g., Imf>Iication and Linear Inference, p. 148, &c. 
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bound to choose — ^here, or anywhere — between blank identity and 
utter difference. A judgement, qua false, has a character it does 
not possess qua true; and yet, unless it were true m some degree, 
unless it were a partial truth, it would not be a judgement at all. 
Nothing but a partial truth can be a false judgement ; though mere 
deficiency of truth is not of itself enough to constitute its falsity. 
And knowledge at every stage is incomplete, and nothing but 
iricomplete knowledge can ever be an error ; though in the know- 
ledge, sfhich is an error, there is a further feature, there is a positive 
qualification, besides the mere absence of completeness. 

What is this further feature, this positive qualification, which 
distinguishes the falsity of a judgement from its mere deficiency 
of truth, the erroneousness of every stage of knowledge from its 
falling short of being complete ? It is bound up with that ‘ subjec- 
tive assurance of thinking truly’ to which I referred before* as 
ih&_^differenUq of judgement viewed on the side of the judging 
subject, viewed as his personal experience. If there is to be falsity, 
in the full and proper sense of the term, there must be a partial 
truth affirmed (believed) as truth absolute and whole. And if there 
is to be error, the incomplete knowledge, which now passes through 
and possesses some particular mind, must he for that mind, as its 
experience, complete and .final, or absolute. 

Now up to a certain point there is nothing in this characteriza- 
tion of error or falsity, which does not harmonize with the idealist 
logician’s general conception of knowledge and of judgement. For, 
according to the idealist position, it wiU be remembered, know- 
ledge is a two-sided discursus, ‘ objective ’ and ‘ subjective ’ in one ; 
and every single judgement, as a constituent phase of that discursus, 
shares its two-sided character. Nothing, therefore, is a judgement 
unless two essential conditions are both fulfilled. If there is to be 
a judgement, {a) there must be a phase of the ‘ objective discursus ’. 
There must be a ‘self-development of fact’ — a synthetic-analysis 
in which an ‘object’ constitutes itself, and makes itself known, as 
what it really is, i.e. as a ‘spiritual fact’ or a ‘ truth ’. And (6) this 
phase of the ‘objective discursus ’ — ^this phase of the activity of 
a power of thought impersonal or rooted in the nature of things — 
must have a ‘personal’ or ‘subjective’ side. It must j^ass through 
a finite mmd, moist be present in, and appear as a phase of, its 
conscious flow. A judgement, that is, is a self-development of fact ; 
yet this self-development requires— somehow, andin some measure— 

* Above, pp. 332-3, 
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the co-operation of a particular mind. It is the emergence of a 
truth which is also— somehow and in some measurei— being elicited 
by the contributory act of this or that judging subject, who, in 
the ^citing, experiences it and is subjectively assured that what 
he experiences is true.* 

'But, if so, ’ the critic will object, 'it follows that, according to 
the idealist position, every judgement is a falsity, and not true at all; 
every stage of the discursus error, and in no sense knowledge. For, 
on the one hand, every judgement and every system of judgements 
(or stage of the discursus) must be experienced by a finite knower, 
by a particular mind— and experienced in the assurance that what 
is experienced is absolute truth ; and yet, on the other hand, no 
judgement, nor even any system of judgements, can be true except ■ 
relatively. Its truth is partial and imperfect, subject to conditions 
it implies but does not include. In order to be true wholly— in 
order to be and embody absolute truth — every judgement, and 
every system of judgements — ^would have to be indefinitely supple- 
mented; to be expanded, to be corrected; to be transformed, 
perhaps, into we know not what. Hence, according to the idealist 
position, every judgement, taken as it actually is (taken, that is, 
in the concrete unity of its twofold character as a spiritual fact), 
is, it seems, false utterly and without qualification; and, taken 
similarly in its concreteness)' every system of judgements (every 
so-called "stage in the advance of knowledge”) is a mass of errors, 
error unadulterated.’ 

This objection betrays a misunderstanding of the precise scope of 
the ' subjective assurance ’ which, according to the idealist position, 
is an ineliminable moment in the judgement. My former account,^ 
perhaps, was not sufficiently guarded; at all events, what must 
(as I think) be maintained, is less than the critic supposes. If I am 
to judge, I must feel absolutely certain that what I judge is true ; 
i.e. that in the given situation, in the actual context which provokes 
my judgement, any and every judging suitject must think so and 
not otherwise. But if I am to judge, I need pot feel absolutely . 
certain that what I judge is absolutely true; i.e. true in aU situar 
tions' and contexts, true unconditionally and without respect to 
any determinate stage of knowledge, an absolute item of absolute 
truth. 

Thus (to take one of the critic's examples)'* nobody can judge 

* Cf. above, p. 269. ® Cf. above, pp. 249-51 and 233-4. 

* Ct above, pp. 233 fi. Cf. above, p. 266. 
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that 'Charles I met a violent death’, except in the absolute 
assurance (the unhesitating feeling of certainty) that, in the given 
situation, any and every judging subject must think so and not 
otherwise. He must feel absolutely certain that what he thus 
judges is relatively true ; i.e. that it is demanded by, fits in with, 
indispensably supplements, 'the whole’ (as it would be called) ‘of 
his present and actual knowledge of English history ’. The judge- 
ment, as he thus makes it, is a partial truth — a truth provisional 
and relative — ^but not (in the full and positive sense) a falsity or an 
error. It would be a falsity or an error only if he affirmed it in the 
unhesitating assurance of its absolute truth — affirmed it stub- 
bornly as true: whoUy, and finally, and without reserve. ^ And 
such an assurance of absolute truth is not an essential condition 
of our judgements ; nor even, fortunately, a very common accom- ' 
paniment of them. 

(ii) ‘But’, the critic will insist, ‘what, according to the idealist 
position, is this so-called “whole” of the judging subject’s present 
and actual knowledge of English history ? It is a mere stretch or 
mutilated stage of the discursus as it happens to pervade and 
inform a particular mind. It is, therefore, fragmentary and relative, 
provisional and shifting — at most a whole in the making ; a whole, 
moreover, such that it can never be finally made. Even as it now 
possesses and informs the judging subject’s mind, this so-called 
“whole of knowledge” is in the very act of expanding and trans- 
forming itself into a more inclusive and more coherent system of 
more precisely defined constituent judgements — a system, in 
which the judgement that “Charles I met a violent death” will 
be displaced by the more accurate judgement “was beheaded at 
Whitehall in 1649”. The given situation, the relevant context, of 
the judgement is, in short, a “situation” of error as much as of 
knowledge — a “context” conferring upon its constituents (upon 
the judgements which imply and supplement it) falsity as well as 
truth.’ 

In trying to meet this objection, we shall at the same time be 
tracing our lines of defence against the second of the two criticisms 
that were set out just now f for indeed the difficulties, which lie 
behind these criticisms, are too closely connected to be kept apart. 
WTiat in the end remains insoluble, in the fact of error, is precisely 
that it involves a stubborn feeling of assurance, on the part of this 
or that judging subject, that what he judges is absolute truth. 

* Cf. above, p. 232. ® Above, pp. 266-8. 
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How is it possible or conceivable that this or that fini te mind— i.e. 
this or that transient concentration of the infinite mind, of the 
potentia infinita cogitandi — should ever thus seem to itself to possess, 
within the compass of its present experiencing, absolute knowledge- 
or-truth ? And what in the end remains insoluble, in regard to the 
‘ twofold naiure ‘ of knowledge-or-truth, is the same difficulty in a 
more ultimate and universal form. How is it possible or conceiv- 
able that the potentia infinita cogitandi, which fulfils itself in 
knowledge-or-truth, should divide and distribute itself into, and 
over, a plurality of limited and transient minds — and should 
eternally have achieved, eternally maintain, the infinite fulfilment 
of itself only by this self-division and self-limitation, only through 
the co-operation of these finite thinkers, and through the temporal 
(and essentially never complete or final) processes of their thinking ? 

'My whole present knowledge of English history’ — ^to return to 
the critic’s objection — is, undoubtedly, a mutilated stretch or stage 
of the discursus ; not complete, not self-supporting ; in short, if the 
term is to be pressed, not 'a whole’ of knowledge-or-truth at all. 
It is, however, a ‘whole’, first, by contrast with the stiU more 
fragmentary phases it includes, and the still more rudimentary 
and imperfect stretches and stages it has superseded and absorbed ; 
and, secondly, in virtue also of its tendency towards wholeness. 
For — as the critic himself rightly emphasizes — ‘my present know- 
ledge’ (whether of history, or of geometry, or of any subject) is in 
the very act of expanding and transforming itself ; but the trend 
of this self-development is towards completeness and coherence. 
The principle, or the mainspring, of the d,iscursus is a ‘nisus 
towards totality inherent in every phase and stretch and stage of 
itself. 

‘My present knowledge as a whole’, then, in spite of its manifest 
imperfection and instability, is the criterion and the measure of 
the truth of every constituent phase of itself. For me at least, as 
I make my present judgement, it is the sole and the sufi&cient 
criterion. There is nothing 'for' me — ^nothing within my actual 
experience — on which I could base a reasoned doubt or criticism of 
‘my present knowledge as a whole’ — ^however provisional and 
incomplete its ‘wholeness’ must (on the general principles of the 
‘ idealist position ’) be admitted to be. Every judgement, therefore, 

* The phrase is used, I think, by Bosanquet, though I have been unable to find 
the passage. But cf. his whole treatment of ‘logical stability' and 'truth', both 
in his Logic and in his Pfincipie of Individuality and Value, 

4746 X 



274 WHAT IS IT THAT IS TRUE OR FALSE? 

which contributes essentially to constitute this relatively complete 
and relatively coherent system of judgements — ^to constitute (say) 
my present ‘total’ knowledge of English history, or of plane 
geometry — is, for me as I judge, true in proportion to the amount, 
the value or significance, and the indispensability (the irreplace- 
ableness) of its contribution.* From this point of view — ^the point 
of view not of practice only, but of theory at all its levels short 
of philosophical speculation — every judgement (in the context 
in which alone it is, and can be, made) is ‘true ’ and not false ; and 
the whole, to which it contributes (the context which provokes it, 
and which it supplements), is ‘knowledge’ and not error. And if 
here the critic objects ‘But is it, then, not false that “the diagonal 
is commensurate with the side’’ or that “ Charles I died peacefully 
in his bed’’ ? Is it really contended by the idealist logician that 
these judgements are true ? ’, the line of defence is plain. Either 
they are imphedlby, and contribute essentially to, some present and 
actual whole of knowledge — ^and so contributing, and within that 
context, are indeed ‘true’ and not false. Or they are not judge- 
ments, not actual beliefs, at all. For as we have already tried to 
explain,* nothing is a ‘judgement’, according to the theory of the 
idealist logician, unless in it a fact develops itself through the 
co-operation of the actual thinking of a particular mind. The mere 
grammatical form of the statement does not in the least guarantee 
that the thought expressed in it is a judgement — or even that any 
thought is expressed in it at all. The plausibility of the critic’s 
examples, therefore, need not disturb us. For, on a closer scrutiny, 
it is plain they are not examples of judgement at all. No sane and 
intelligent person could judge — ^i.e. could affirm or believe in the 
absolute assurance of the relative truth of the ‘affirmed’ or 
‘believed’ — that ‘Charles I died peacefully in his bed’ or that ‘the 
diagonal is commensurate with the side'. 

That, then, is the first line of defence for the idealist logician ; 
but behind it, supporting and supplementing it, he must trace 
another. For he has admitted (or rather, insisted) that ‘the whole 

’ strictly speaking, the criterion for the judging subject is the organized totality 
of his knowledge — ^the totality of ‘his ’ intelligible world. But it is enough for my 
preseat argument to emphasize the sujB&ciency of the criterion which is afforded 
by the immediately relevant subordinate whole, within which for the time being 
the subject's mind is living and moving — ^this or that sphere or department of his 
' total ' intelligible world, this or that ' science *, i.e, this or that subordinate system 
dr minor whole within the articulated body of his total knowledge. 

* Above, p. 270. 
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of any judging subject’s present knowledge’ stretched to its utter- 
most compass— interpreted even, if that be possible, as all the 
knowledge possessing and possessed by, or available to, the human 
spirit as it exists and is embodied at a given period of the world’s 
history — remains stiU a mere section or stage of the discursus 
which is ‘knowledge-or-truth’. Indeed, what he has admitted 
seems even more damaging than that. For the discursus, on his 
view, must be conceived as tunelessly whole, as eternally complete. 
It is the infinite dialectic ; it is reality self-shaping and eternally 
self-shaped, fulfilling itself and eternally self-fulfilled, in the form 
of absolute knowledge or absolute truth. Now, as we saw before,* 
he cannot be called upon to show how the infinite dialectic affirms 
and maintains its infinite and eternal completeness by appearing 
as an incompletable advance in time. He cannot be challenged 
by the critic to explain how the poteuiia infinita cogitandi, by the 
inherent necessity of its own nature, divides and distributes itself 
into a plurality of finite subjects, affirming and sustaining its 
timeless actuality only through their co-operation, i.e. only in, 
and by means of, the temporal processes of their thinking.* But 
he must be prepared to answer one very obvious question: Why j 
must the discursus be conceived as tunelessly whole, as eternally | 
complete ? 

The answer he will make to this question is simple and familiar. 

We are forced to conceive the discursus (of which our actual 
cognizant experiences are fragmentary phases) as tunelessly whole 
and eternally complete — ^we are forced, m other words, to identify 
it with the infinite dialectic, which is reality, h^-showing and half- 
concealing itself in the form of a temporal development — ^because , 
(i) ‘to perceive imperfection is to judge by the perfect’;^ md 
because (2), when we set out the character of this ‘perfect’, of the 
ideal implied in our criticism of our cognizant experiences, we shall 
find it takes no other form than that of a dialectic, which is infinite 
— ^which is the eternal s3mthetic-analysis of spirit in, and by, and 
for itself. 

(i) When we reflect philosophically upon our cognizant experi- 
ences — ^upon any of those experiences, no matter what, in which, 
while we live in them, we feel assured that we are perceiving fact 

^ Above, pp. 268-9. 

^ *Or their willing*, I ought perhaps to add. But we are concerned in these 
Studies only with reality in the form of knowledge-or-truth. 

3 I borrow Bradley's formulation of the principle: cf, Lo§ic^, vol. ii, p. 489. 
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or af fir ming truth — ^they show themselves (in various degrees, but 
one and all) intrinsically ‘imperfect'. Intrinsically ‘imperfect’: 
i.e. imperfect, because falHng short of an ideal, which they them- 
selves suggest. The awareness of fact, i.e. the adequate apprehen- 
sion of an actual constituent of the ‘external’ world; — this is the 
perfection, the ideal, which every actual perception ‘sets’ (so to 
speak) ‘to itself’ — and fails to achieve. It is what it ‘has in it’ 
to be, what it aims at being and professes to be; and it is also 
precisely what, in various degrees, it falls short of being. Or again : 
to affirm and embody truth, the whole truth, neither more nor 
less, in respect to some matter-of-fact or complex object — this is 
the perfection, the ideal, which every actual judgement ‘sets to 
itself’ (so to speak), which it ‘has in it’ to be, which by its very 
form it professes to be. And this is the ideal, by which it is con- 
demned — ^the perfection, which (in various degrees, but always 
and manifestly in some degree) it fails to attain. 

So far, in the endeavour to simplify the issue, I have been 
speaking as though each several cognizant experience brought 
with it its own distinct ideal, its own separate standard of perfec- 
tion, by which it criticized and condemned itself. But this is to 
misrepresent the actual situation. For according to the ‘idealist’ 
position — ^the position which is to be defended — ^there are no 
several cognizant experiences, i.e. none that are isolable, and self- 
contained or complete m their isolation. There are, always and 
only, phases, grades, stages of a single — ^infinitely differentiated 
and endlessly developing — discursus. It is this single, continuous 
and continuing, discursus, which philosophical reflection shows 
to be ‘imperfect’ — ‘imperfect’ throughout, and in each of the 
distinguishable phases of , its continuous development, because 
‘coming short’ of an ideal which it implies; i.e. which, in that 
sense, it ‘sets to itself’ and suggests to the philosopher as the 
standard of perfection by which he criticizes and condemns it. 

(2) What, then, is this ideal? ; What is this standard of perfec- 
tion, tvhich the idealist logician! in reflecting upon the discursus, 
recognizes that each and all its phases imply, but fail in various 
degrees to achieve ? 

‘ When we set out its character ’, I asserted,^ ‘ we shall find it takes 
no other form than that of the eternal synthetic-analysis of spirit 
in, and by, and for itself, j In making this assertion, I was thinking 
primarily of Hegel’s treatment of Ihe matter — ^for Hegel is the 

* Above, p. 275. 
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originator of the ‘idealism’ I have been trying to tnain+ain The 
dialectic, as which (on Hegel’s theory) the Absolute displays itself to 
speculative thought— to thought at its best and cleverest, to the 
thought which is philosophy— is not a temporal development. It is 
not a coming-into-being of the Whole, nor its development to a fuller 
state of itself: it is the timeless self-analysis and self-synthesis, in 
which the ‘being’ of the Whole — ^its spiritual actuality — consists. 
The Absolute [dis Idee, das Wahre, das Gide, &c.), Hegel constantly 
insists, is tunelessly perfect, eternally self-fulfiQed: the inclusive 
whole of all the moments and stages of the dialectic ‘process’, in 
which it is displayed. No doubt, in calling the dialectic a ‘process ’ 
or a ‘movement’, as Hegel constantly does, he exposes himself to 
misunderstanding, in spite of the care he takes to guard himself 
against it. But the ‘process’ in this case (we must remember) is 
the WHaole. And the ‘movement’ is not a passage towards perfec- 
tion, not a jnovement of transition (a Klwjais ) ; but the Uving self- 
expression of the perfect Whole|(an evepyeia oKanjcrCas). The order 
of the terms in this ‘process’ — ^in the Hegelian dialectic — ^is not 
temporal, but logical ; and the logical nexus throughout is deter- 
mined by the immanence of the Whole in each and all of them, 
by. the immanence of the Absolute in every moment and stage of 
the dialectic ‘ movement ’.‘ 

‘But’, it will be objected, ‘the fact (if it be a fact) that Hegel 
took this view is not sufficient to justif;^’ what was asserted. An 
appeal to authority is here irrelevant. Granted that Hegel was a 
great philosopher; granted, further, that Hegel, reflecting upon 
our actual cognizant experience, conceived it to imply a timeless 
dialectic as the ideal — as the absolute and perfect reality — of 
which it is the imperfect temporal appearance. . Still, Hegel may 
have been mistaken. And, apart from that, the point at issue is 
not how this or that philosopher in fact conceives the ideal, the 
‘perfect’, by which he judges the ‘imperfection’ of our actual 
knowledge in all its phases. It was asserted not that the ideal has 
been, but that it must be, thus conceived: that it must, when set 
out explicitly, take the form of a dialectic tunelessly self-fulfilling 
and tunelessly self-fulfilled.’ 

Beyond all question this objection wouldhold against an attempt 

' Cl, e.g., Hegel, Encycl, vol. i, § 212 and Zusatz; § 213, Zusatz (p. 387) ; § 214, 
Zusatz (p. 389) ; § 237 and Zusatz: also, cf. HegeFs letter on Truth {die Wahrheit 
und das Wahre) to Dubose (Briefe von und an Hegel, 1887 ed., vol. ii, pp. 78-80), 
And on Hegel’s conception of the Absolute as 'the inclusive whole of its stages’, 
see Bosanquet, Science and Philosophy, pp. 430-1. 
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{o justify what was asserted by Hegel’s, or by anyone’s, authority. 
But the reference to Hegel’s treatment of the subject was intended 
as an appeal not to his 'authority’ — ^which would have been 
absurd — ^but to the substance of his doctrine. And the reference 
was suggested by what seems a not unreasonable reflection. For 
to maintain that the ideal musi be conceived in such and such a 
manner is, in effect, to maintain that such and such is the most 
adequate conception that can be formed, the truest account that 
can be given, of it. And it is not unreasonable to presume that this 
‘truest account’ will be found, if anywhere, in the works of those, 
who have thought most deeply on the subject ; it is not unreason- 
able therefore to turn, in the first instcince, for guidance to the 
account given by Hegel or by some other leading exponent of the 
‘i^«alist’ view. 

'cut though the objection, as stated, rests upon a misunderstand- 
nxig, it points to a real omission. For it must be admitted that much 
more than an appeal to the substance of Hegel’s doctrine — ^much 
more than a summary characterization of Hegel’s conception of 
the dialectic which is reality — ^is required to justify what was 
asserted. The assertion amounted to the challenge : ‘ Set out the 
ideal in explicit terms, and you will find it takes no other form than 
that of an infinite and timeless dialectic.’^ And the only possible 
method of justifying this assertion would be to set out the ideal 
in detail, and to show, in doing so, that it takes — and inevitably 
takes — ^this form. 

Now in Bradley’s Appearance and Reality there is an exposition 
both of the ideal, as (on his view) it must be conceived, and of the 
hne of reasoning, by which (as he thinks) such a conception of the 
ideal is forced upon us.^ And in what follows I shall («) reproduce 
in my own fashion Bradley’s accoimt of .the ideal ; (J) draw atten- 
tion to the one important respect, in which his account of the ideal 
diverges from that of Hegel, and diverges therefore also (as I think) 
from the account that must be given — ^from ‘the truest’ account 
or ‘most adequate’ conception; and, finally (c), mge that the 
reason, which Bradley himself advances for this divergence, is not 
convincing. 

(a) Bradley’s argument presupposes a very definite and limited 
conception of ‘the intellect’ or ‘thought’. Thought, as he con- 
ceives it, is sharply contrasted with ‘Feeling’ (‘Sentience’, ‘Im- 

^ Cf. above, pp. 275, 276. 

* Cf. especially Appearance and Reality^, Appendix^ Note A, pp. 500-11. 
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mediate Experience ’). It is a discursus—\.t. a function of analysis 
and synthesis in one — ^but it is a mer 6 discursus, a formal function. 
It requires a ‘given’ on which it operates, or within which it dis- 
tinguishes and connects. If we are to think, we must have some- 
thing to think about : something felt or sensed ; something of which 
we are already aware by a form of experience more primitive than 
(and contrasted with) thought.* 

This ‘given’, which thought presupposes, this ‘feehng’, this felt 
or presented something (whatever on each occasion it may be), is 
not ‘simple’ — ^i.e. not devoid of inner diversity. It is ‘a many felt 
in one’; an ‘immediate union of the one and many’; ‘diversity 
and unity in one whole’, but a ‘whole’ which is ‘implicit and not 
yet broken up into terms and relations.’® In short, the more 
primitive experience which thought presupposes — ^the ‘immediate 
experience’ or ‘feeling’, from which m thinking we start, and 
which by thinking we try to render intelligible — contains, fused 
and confused in its unarticulated unity, many different nuances, 
aspects, features. It is a vagtie whole, without an explicit structure ; 
and it contains a vague diversity — differences impHcit, or held in 
solution, not made explicit and distinct as its constituents or parts. 

Our aim and object in thinking, then, is always to imderstand 
a ‘given’ — ^to render intelligible a felt or presented ‘fact’ or total 
situation, a vaguely experienced union of a vaguely experienced 
plurality. And the intellect (or thought) being what it is — viz. a 
power (or function) of formal analysis and synthesis — ^its modus 
operandi is, in principle, always the same. Within the confused 
totality, which is its ‘given’, it picks out and accentuates differ- 
ences. As thus selected and emphasized, they have, been made, or 
have become, distinct and definite terms — explicit elements, parts, 
qualities, constituents. And, so far, the original unity of the ‘ given ' 
— its vague or implicit wholeness — ^is broken and destroyed. But 
the intellect — since it is a power of analysis and synthesis in one — ^ui 
discriminating a pluraUty of terms within the ‘given’ is also con- 
necting the many elements or qualities, it makes distinct. It sub- 

' Cf., e.g., especially Appearance and Reality^, ch. xv ('Thought and Reality’), 
pp. 150-2, Substantially and in the main, Bradley insists that the intellect is 
a formal faculty of synthesis and analysis, depending upon a material or datum 
presented to it by another power of the mind — ^i.e. upon something which the 
thinker experiences immedi^itely (by sense or sentience, not by thinking). As we 
saw before (Study I, pp* 44-6), this is an over-emphasis of one side of the matter 
' — and so a caricature of the intellect or thought. And Bradley himself cannot 
consistently maintain so impossible a view. 

* Appearance and Reality^, p. 508, 
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stitutes — or tries to substitute — a new, and intelligible, kind of 
unity, for the vague and merely felt wholeness, which its analysis 
has destroyed. It tries to rexmite the many elements or qualities 
by precisely conceivable modes of holding a many together, while 
yet not blurring their differences, but keeping them emphasized 
and well defined. 

If this is the aim and object of thinking, it can be expressed, in 
a slightly different way, so as to bring out more clearly a funda- 
mental condition, to which its procedure would have to conform in 
order to achieve complete success. 

We have seen that, by thinking, we try to unify two or more 
genuinely different elements or qualities, without cancelling or 
blurring their differences. We try, for example, to afiton that the 
two elements, A and B, are, each of them, genuinely themselves 
and different from one another, and yet constitute a genuinely 
individual whole; or that the two qualities, x andy, while empha- 
tically distinct from, and other than, one another, do neverthe- 
less combine to characterize a single identical subject. And our 
procedure throughout — on both its sides and as a whole — ^is to be 
‘intelligible’. It is to be ‘intelligible’ — ^i.e. it is to satisfy the 
intellect. And to satisfy the intellect, it must clearly be ‘ intelligent ’ 
— ^i.e. express and fulfil the intellect’s own nature. Now it cannot 
satisfy the intellect, imless it is self-consistent — or if, being self- 
contradictory, it violates the very form of intelligence and the 
intelligible. Hence the aim and object of thinking, we may say, is 
to unify a many, or to attribute diversity, and in doing so avoid contra-\ 
dieting ourselves} 

In this attempt, Bradley maintains, we always do, and always 
in principle must, fail to achieve complete success. For he claims 
to have shown that all our thinking — ^not only the thinking which 
guides us in practice and which, is embodied in our common-sense 
views of the world, but also the thinking which takes the more 
elaborate and systematic form of scientific and philosophical 
theories — ^is, in rdtimate analysis, ‘relational’. Our intellect, that 
is, always moves, and can only move, by ‘the machinery of Terms 
and Relations’.* The Schema of Terms held apart, and held together, 
by a Relation is, he maintains, the one and only device available to, 
and employed by, our intellect in its endeavour to affirm the 

^ Cf. Appearance and Reality^, p. 506, where the entire work of thought is suni' 
marized as ‘this attempt to attribute diversity and to avoid contradiction'. 

* For the phrase, cf. Appearance and Reality^, p. 28. 
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genuine unity of the genuinely different — ^and thus to convert the 
confused datum into an intelligible One of an intelligible Many. 
And this device, he claims to have shown, is a mere makeshift. 
The Schema of Terms held apart and together by a Relation cannot 
be defended against metaphysical (philosophical) criticism — ^i.e. 
against criticism which is thorough and comprehensive, resolute or 
uncompromising and pushed to the end.* It cannot be ‘thought 
out ’ . It is impossible to ‘ think out ’ the notion of a T em, whetW 
apart from, or together with, its relation to another Term ; and the 
notion of a Relation, whether taken in isolation or taken along 
with the Terms it is supposed to connect, is equally devoid of 
intelligible meaning. Each of the components of the Schema is 
imthinkable by itself, and unthinkable also when taken along with 
the other. In emplo3dng this Schema, therefore, the intellect, far 
from proceeding intelligently, is oscillating from one meaningless 
abstraction to another, and contradicting itself at every osciQa- 
tion.* 

Our result so far may be summarized thus: The intellect by its, 
very nature endeavours, and by its very nature fails, to render its 
datum intelligible; i.e. to unite explicitly, without contradicting 
itself, the differences, implicit in the datmn which its analysis 
makes explicit as many elements or quaUties. And by reflecting 
upon this result, we can take a further step. For it is clear that we 
have reached our result in no other way than by the intellect's own 
activity. The intellect itself — ^i.e. certain processes of thought in 
which Bradley’s intellect was functioning, and which we have 
followed and reproduced and made our own — ^has informed us 
what its own nature is, what its aim and object are, and that, and 
why, it fails (and must fail) to achieve complete success. The 
intellect itself has doubled the parts of criticized and critic. And 
as critic of itself (this is the further step we now can take), the 
intellect is usmg — and therefore must possess — an ideal by which 
it criticizes and condemns its own imperfect achievements. 

What, then, is this ‘ideal’? In its attempt to ‘attribute 
diversity’, or to unify a many, without self-contradiction, ‘what 
in the end would satisfy the intellect, supposing that it could be 
got ’ What is the procedure which, being natural to the intellect, 

' Cf. Essays, p. 444 I include under that term [sc,, " Metaphysics ”] aU specula- 
tion which is at once resolved to keep its hold upon aJl sides of f^t, and upon the 
other hand to push, so far as it can, every fiuestion to the end.’ 

* Cf. Appearance and Realiiy^, ch. 3 (‘ Relation and Quality ), pp. 21—9. 

’ Cf. ibid., pp. 567-8. 
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or perfectly expressing its own nature, would be completely 
intelligible because completely intelligent ? 

The actual procedure of the intellect — of the intellect, that is, as 
the criticized, and not as the critic — ^is defective, as we have seen, 
because it applies an unintelligible schema, and is therefore itself 
self-contradictory. If we can show in what precisely this self- 
contradictoriness of the intellect’s procedure consists, we shall be 
able perhaps to suggest the remedy — ^i.e. to set out in positive terms 
the ideal procedure, which the intellect as critic of itself demands 
and, in its seh-criticism, unconsciously itself employs. , 

What is the essence of self-contradiction ? What is it precisely 
that the law of contradiction forbids? Bradley discusses these 
questions,’ and the doctrine he maintains may be briefly sum- 
marized. The law of contradiction forbids the bare identification 
of the different ; ‘ a thing, for example, cannot without an internal 
distraction be two different things, and differences cannot belong 
to the same thing in the same point, unless in that point there is 
diversity’?' The essence of self-contradiction is ‘ to imite diversities 
without any internal distinction Or — to put the same doctrine 
from a slightly different angle — ‘difference without a reason, i.e. 
difference in the same relation, is a contradiction’.'’ 

Now, in the datum which thought presupposes, and which it tries 
to render intelligible, there is (as we saw) ^versity freed in unity. 
But this diversity — ^before or apart from thought’s analysis — ^is not 
explicit ; and its fusion, its being given or felt or presented together 
in and as a single experience, is to the experiencing subject so far 
(i.e. while he is merely accepting what is presented, merely 
‘feeling’) neither perplexing nor self-contradictory. At most, 
perhaps, there is a latent conflict ; an as yet undeveloped contra- 
diction between the diversity of aspects zind their togetherness in 
the felt totality ; a potential conflict or contradiction foreshadowed 
by a certain tension and instability in the actual ‘feeling’, the 
actual inamediate experience. But the moment that, by thi nking , 
the philosopher or the logician has accentuated the diversity of 
aspects into terms — ^into elements or qualities each distinctly itself 
and marked off from every other — ^he has before him a Many which 
cannot be consistently united, differences which cannot be con- 
sistently identified, except on one condition. 

^ Appearance and Reality^, pp. 500 £f. 

* Ic„ p. 501 : italics mine. 3 p. ^04. 

♦ Bosanquet, Logic^, vol. ii, p. 130. 
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This one condition is plain enough. If the intellect is to unify 
many elements, without self-contradiction, it must recognize in 
the One which holds the many elements together an internal 
principle both of their plurality or divergence and of their unifica- 
tion or coalescence; or if the intellect is, without contradicting 
itself, to attribute different qualities as genuinely belonging to and 
characterizing a single self-same subject, in the self-sameness of 
this subject it must recognize an internal principle both of then- 
difference and of their reconciliation. The Many, in short, must 
be, for the intellect, the seI/-pluralization of a concrete unity ; or 
the differences must be, for it, the s«I/-differentiation of a concrete 
identity. And, conversely, the One must be, for the intellect, an 
indi-vidual unity which eternally makes and maintains itself in and 
through an eternally self-generated plurality ; and the identity must 
be, for the intellect, a subject whidi eternally makes and maintains 
its sameness with itself, by eternally reconciling the differences 
that spring eternally from its own inner being. 

The intellect, then, if it is to be satisfied, cannot be content with 
a procedure which translates the datum into terms and relations — 
i.e. into elements or qualities, which are severally independent, but 
are held externally together, being conjoined in pairs (or coupled) 
by bonds that fall between them. It must proceed so as to 
recognize an internal principle (an inner ground or reason), loth of- 
the Many and of their union, both of the differences and of their 
identity. But this means , (i) that the. intellect, in rendering itsl 
datum intelligible, must not be importing arbitrary distinctions 
and connexions into it, but (on the contrary) must be tracing and 
recognising the self-differentiation and self-integration of the fact, 
the reality, the object itself ; and (ii) that, in thus tracing the self- 
analysis and self-s3mthesis of the fact, the intellect must at the 
same time be following a movement natural and proper to itself.. 
For plainly the intellect could not ‘ recognize ’ a principle (a ground, 
or reason) in the object, which was merely presented to it as a 
' given ’. To ‘ recognize ’, for the intellect, means, and must always _ 
mean, to accept and to endorse as inteUigible because intelligent-^^ 
i.e. because the expression and fulfilment of the intellect itself. 

So far I have been tr3dng to reproduce in my own' manner 
Bradley’s conception of the ideal — of that which the intellect 
demands, and which would completely satisfy it ‘ supposing that it 
could be got ’ — and the line of argument by which he reaches that 
conception. But there is a diort paragraph, in which Bradley 
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himself sximmaxizes the whole matter ; and I venture to quote it to 
confirm, and to throw further light upon, what I have been saying, 

‘While the diversities^ are external to each other and to their union' 
(and Bradley claims to have shown that this must always be the case 
in the ordinary procedure of the Intellect — ^the procedure according to 
the Schema of Terms and Relations), ‘ ultimate satisfaction is impossible. 
There must ... be an identity and in that identity a ground of distinction 
and coimection. But that ground, if external to the elements into which 
the conjunction must be analysed, becomes for the intellect a fresh 
element, and it itself calls for synthesis in a fresh point of unity. But 
hereon, because in the intellect' (i.e. in the criticized intellect — the 
intellect, which Bradley conceives to be a mere function of formal 
analysis and synthesis, incapable of moving except by the machinery 
of terms and external relations) ‘no intrinsic connections were found, 
ensues the infinite process. Is there a remedy for this evil ? ' 

‘ The remedy ', Bradley replies, ‘ might lie here. If the diversities were 
complementary aspects of a process of connection and distinction, the 
process not being external to the elements or again a foreign compulsion of 
the intellect, but itself the intellect's own proprius motus' (my italics), 
‘the case would be altered. Each aspect would of itself be a transition 
to the other aspect, a transition intrinsic and natural at once to itself 
and to the intellect* (my italics), ‘And the Whole' (i.e. the universe in its 
fully intelligible and fuUy real being, the Absolute) ‘would be a self- 
evident analysis and synthesis of the intellect itself, by itself. Synthesis 
here . . . has become self-completion, and analysis ... is self-explication. 
And the question how or why the many are one and the one is many 
here loses its meaning. There is no why or how beside the self-evident 
process, and towards its own differences this whole is at once their how 
and their why, their being, substance and system, their reason, ground 
and principle of diversity and unity.' 

(6) The ideal, which Bradley thus describes, is identical with the 
dialectic, in which (according to Hegel's philosophy) the ' absolute 
idea' eternally fulfils itself and is eternally self-fulfilled. That this 
is so (that Bradley's ideal is Hegel's dialectic) is evident from the 
terms of the description. And, besides, it is expressly stated by 
Bradley himself in at least one passage of his Logics And yet in 

^ Appearance and Reality^, p. 507. 

^ Cf. Logical e.g. 408-10, where the Hegelian dialectic is shown to be a self- 
development at once of the mind and of the reality. In the dialectic process, *the 
whole . . . rejects the claim of a one-sided datum, and supplements it by that 
other and opposite side which really is implied — so begetting by negation a 
balanced unity. This path once entered on, the process starts afresh with the 
whole just reached. ... So the process goes on till the mind, therein implicit, finds 
a product, which answers its unconscious idea; and here, having become in its 
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one respect Bradley's view of the ideal is fundamentally different 
from that of Hegel. 

For, to Bradley, but not to Hegel, this ideal is a mere ideal, an 
ideal not fully realized in fact. But Bradley’s attitude to the ideal 
is not fairly represented by so crude a statement. If, in one sense, 
he views it as a mere ideal, in another sense he regards it as based 
upon an absolute standard and criterion of reahty and truth— a 
criterion possessed by our thought ; a criterion, by the application 
of which we achieve absolute knowledge of the general nature of 
the universe. And Bradley’s attitude is not only thus complex, 
subtle, and perhaps inconsistent : it seems to change in his later 
work, so that in the end it is difficult to see precisely what failure 
in actuality he is imputing to the ideal. 

On the one hand — to try to bring out briefly the various sides of 
Bradley’s attitude — the ideal, as we have seen, is a 'way of think- 
ing’ in which the intellect would be perfectly satisfied But the 
intellect does not, and from its very nature cannot, think in that 
way. Hence the intellect is not, and never can be, thus fully 
satisfied in fact. In order to realize its ideal, the intellect would 
have to possess in itself a principle of self-differentiation and self- 
integration. It would have to create out of its own concrete unity 
the differences, which that same unity reconciles, or of which it is 
the self-maintaining balance and harmony. It would have thus to 
combine in itself the characteristics, which Bradley attributes to 
feeling or immediate experience, as well as that function of purely 
formal analysis and synthesis of a ‘given’, which (on his view) con- 
stitutes the distinctive being, the very essence, of thought.* The 

own entirety a datum to itself, it rests in the activity which is self-conscious in 
its object. ' ('The whole' in the above passage is applied to 'the mind'. But it is 
clear /yow the context that 'the mind' is conceived concretely — so that, as the 
development proceeds, the mind, which knows, and that which is known, are 
together fulfilled as the whole which is reality manifest to itself in the form of truth) 
Cf . ib. 489-90, where the ideal (the ‘ perfect ', by which we judge the 'imperfection 
of the actual procedure of an intellect) is described in substantially the same 
manner as in Appearance and Reality, Lc., and is expressly identified with HegeVs 
dialectic method in a note added by Bradley in the second edition of his Log%c, 
Cf. further, ib. 656-7, where Bradley traces the ideal of ‘a perfect system'll-®* a 
system absolutely individual and absolutely unique both as a whole and in each 
of its members. This 'perfect system' is obviously identical with a dialectic 
eternally self-fulfilling and self-fufelled — ^and no less obviously identical with the 
ideal which Bradley sets out in Appearance and Reality, l.c. 

^ Cf. Appearance and Reality^, p. 15 1. If feeling ‘belongs to' perfect thought, 
'then thought is different from thought discursive ^-nd relational. To make it 
include immediate experience, its character must be transformed. It must ce^c 
to predicate, it must get beyond mere relations, it must reach something other 
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ideal is thus an ‘intellectual ideal’ — ^an ideal, Bradley says,* 
which, 'we know, is not actual fact. It does not exist in our world, 
and, unless that world were changed radically, its existence is not 
possible. It would require an alteration of the position in which the 
intellect stands, and a transformation of its connection with the 
remaining aspects of existence. ’ 

And yet, on the other hand, Bradley strictly maintains that the 
ideal is not ‘a mere delusion. It does not wholly deceive us. It 
does set before us that which, if it were actual, would satisfy us as 
thinking beings. Not only so. The ideal embodies, and makes 
expUcit, certain demands wMch spring from the very nature of our 
intellect ; demands which, therefore, we, as thinking beings, rightly 
insist must in principle be satisfied if there is to be reality or truth 
at all. The intellect, no doubt, is only one aspect of the Whole — 
only a limited and partial appearance of the absolute reality. Still, 
Bradley insists, it is one ‘main aspect’ of the Whole — a charac- 
teristic and ineliminable side of its total being ; and the absolute 
reality does show itself — does manifest its genuine character — ^to 
some extent in this, as in every one of its ‘appearances’. Hence, 
Bradley insists, we know, without possibility of doubt or error, 
that these demands of the intellect are met and satisfied in 
principle and somehow — ^though we cannot know the ‘how’, or 
verify the satisfaction in detail. In the absolute experience, we 
can affirm with certainty, the claims of the intellect are satisfied in 
full — as are the claims of its other main aspects (of will, for example, 
and of feeling, if these are the most appropriate names to give 
them) .3 In this sense, and from this point of view, he goes so far as 
to say that ‘the perfect System’ — the whole, which is absolutely 
unique and absolutely individual, both in its entirety and in each 

than truth. Thought , . . must have been absorbed into a fuller experience. Now 
such an experience may be called thought, [if we] choose to use that word. But 
if any one ^Ise prefers another term, such as feeling or will, he would be equally 
justified/ 

^ Appearance and Reality^, p. 458. 

‘ * Logic^, p. 490. 

® Cf., e.g., Appearance and Reality^ ^ pp. 15 1—2. 'Let us try to realize more 
distinctly what this supposed consummation would involve. Since both truth and 
fact are to be there nothing must be lost, and in the Absolute we must keep ev^ry 
item of our experience. We cannot have less, but, on the other hand, we may have 
much more; and this more may so supplement the elements of our actual experi- 
ence that in the whole they may become transformed. . . . [Such a whole] 
would be experience entire, containing all elements in harmony. Thought would 
be present as a higher intuition ; will would be there where the ideal had become 
r^ty ; and beauty and pleasure and feeling would live onin this tot^ fulfilment’, <5fec. 
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of its members— ‘is realized beyond doubt, and therefore realized 
everywhere in a greater or less degree*.* And yet — ^as he hastens 
to add — ‘ its full and assured reality lies in a region, in and through 
which all intelligence lives and to which it all points, but which is, 
on the other hand, beyond that which can be actually observed or 
throughout understood The ideal of perfect, uniqueness and indi- 
viduality, though ‘realized everywhere in a greater or less degree’, 
is visibly [my italics] nowhere realized in complete perfection’. 

Or, again, in the passage in the Appendix to Appearance and. 
Reality in which^ (as we saw) Bradley shows that the intellect 
would be ‘ satisfied ’, if ‘ the Whole ’ were ‘ a self-evident analysis and 
synthesis of the intellect itself by itself’, he proceeds at once to" 
explain why, on his view, the intellect is not, and cannot be, thus 
‘satisfied’ in fact. ‘If aH that we find’, he says, ‘were in the end 
such a self-evident and self-complete whole, containing in itself as 
constituent processes the detail of the Universe, ... the intellect 
would receive satisfaction in full.’ But since, as he adds, he is 
himself ‘imable to verify a solution of this kind’, he is ‘led to 
think ’ that ‘ the demands ’ which the intellect makes — ^the demands 
which the intellect ‘insists . . . must be, and are, met’ — are met 
(not within our actual knowledge or in our intellectual world, but) 
‘in, and by, a whole beyond the mere intellect’.* 

(c) The more this attitude of Bradley’s to the ideal is considered, 
the more difficult it is to defend it. If the intellect is a merely 
discursive and relational faculty — a power of ‘mere thinking’, of 
merely formal analysis and synthesis — ^it is plainly incapable of 
being or becoming the transparent dialectic in which the Whole 
eternally analyses and synthesizes itself. The procedure of such 
an intellect, it is plain, never is, and never can be, the ideal pro- 
cedure — perfectly intelligible because perfectly intelligent. But 
such an intellect, it seems equally plain, could never originate — 
could never, even dimly, conceive-r-an ideal so radically contrasted 
with its own character and procedure. , 

» Logic*, p. 657. 

* pp. 507-8. 

* a. also Logic*, p. 595, note 25, where Bradley summarizes his position as 
follows : ‘ Reality is Experience, but thought and truth are merely one aspect of the 
whole 'Universe. This one-sided being— like all other partial appearances — is 
dimly aware of its own one-sidedness, so as not to be content with itself so long 
as it remains but partial; while, on the other hand, unless partial, this one-sided 
being must disappear, as itself .and as such. But, on the other hand, any "reality” 
which excludes thought is no less one-sided, and, offered as su^, is itself no more 
than an unreal abstraction.’ 
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Or (to put the same difficulty from the other side) if the ideal is 
no merely arbitrary fancy ; if it embodies the genuine demands of 
thought— then, the thought which makes these demands, the 
intellect which originates them and ‘ insists that they are, and must 
be, met ’ , is not the ‘ partial appearance ’, not the ‘ one-sided being ’, 
not the mere formal function of analysing and synthesizing a 
‘given’, with which Bradley identifies it. It is the intellect which 
criticizes itself— not the intellect which is criticized. And, being 
thus the critic of itself, it includes within its total being, as 
paComents subordinated to its concrete unity, both the ‘mere 
thinkmg’, which is criticized, and the aspect of immediacy, for 
lack of which that ‘mere thinking’ is condemned. 

The difficulty which Bradley’s attitude involves may be brought 
out from a different angle, if we ask what precise failure in 
actuality he is imputing to the ideal. 

Thought makes certain demands; and to these in principle the 
universe conforms, i.ei it answers to the ideal, or actualizes it, by 
its main outline and general character. The absolute is an indi- 
vidual whole .or _ system of experience, uniting consistently aE 
plurality and harmonizing all differences. So much at least 
(Bradley claims to have shown) we know positively and beyond 
a doubt. Further, thought insists that, in the absolute, these 
demands ‘must be, and are, met’; i.e. that somehow (though we 
cannot know ‘the how’ in detaE) the demands of thought are 
satisfied injulh The ideal is ‘ realized beyond doubt, and therefore 
realized everjrwhere in a greater or less degree ’. This, too (Bradley 
claims to have shown), we know positively and beyond a doubt. 

In what respect, then, does the ideal still fail in actuality? 
What is it that is lacking in our knowledge of reality, so that our 
ignorance compels us to regard the Hegelian dialectic as a ‘mere’ 
ideal — ^i.e. as an ideal which we do not positively know, and so 
must not affirm, to be ‘ actual fact’ ? 

What we do not, and can never, know — so Bradley appears to 
be insisting — ^is how in detail the universe satisfies the demands of 
thought. In the absolute experience, no doubt, thought and 
feeling and wiU are all perfected and fulfilled. But, in their per- 
fection and fulfilment, they all have been transformed ; they are 
no longer the thinking, feeling, and wiUin^ which we experience in 
ourselves, which are the ‘main aspects’ of our (finite) experience.^ 
The manner of their ..transformation and its precise results are 
necessarily beyond our knowledge. Hence, though we can, or 
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rather must, afEirm that in the absolute experience thought is per- 
fected and fulfilled, i.e. that, in the absolute experience, thought’s 
ideal is actualized in fact— we are still not authorized to affirm that 
our experience, in which thought is stiU obviously imperfect, 
actualizes or embodies thought’s ideal. Our experience is not 
through and through intelligent and intelligible. We cannot 
‘observe’ the actualization or the actuality of thought’s ideal. 
We cannot ‘verify’ throughout the details of the universe, as they 
fall within our ‘knowledge’, the eternal self-analysis and self-syn- 
thesis, the infinite dialectic, which is reality knowing itself, and 
known to itself, in the form of truth. We cannot find the perfect 
system ‘realized in complete perfection’ anywhere in our world. 
None of the, finite beings (the things or animals pr persons) which 
fall within our view, are ‘visibly’ absolutely unique and individual 
members of an absolutely unique and individual system. 

Now, while it is obvious that we, in our limited experience, can 
do none of these things ; while it is obvious, in a word, that we are 
not, and never can become, ‘omniscient’;* is this our limitation 
in any sense or manner a want of actuality in thought’s ideal? 
What thought demands is that, through and through, and in its 
most genuine and essential being, the universe should be, intelligible 
and intelligent at once — should be, in other words, the timeless 
dialectic which is both absolute knowledge and absolute truth. It 
does not demand (so far as I can see) that the dialectic as a whole, 
or in any of the moments of its infinite process, should be ‘visible’ ; 
should take the form of something that, could be ‘found’, ‘ob- 
served’, or ‘verified’, by this or that finite subject of experience 
within the range of his admittedly imperfect, and partly sensuous, 
knowledge. Nor does it demand that we, by our limited and im- 
perfect thinking, should be able to explain everything — or, for that 
matter, should be able completely to explain anything at all. The 
conclusion, then, seems to be that, in saying that ‘the ideal is 
realized beyond doubt and therefore redized everywhere in a 
greater or less degree ’, Bradley has attributed to the ideal th 0 . full 
and, only actuaUty which is in point. It is in that sense, and in no 
other, that Hegel, for example, claims that the real is rational and 
the rational real. And it is on that score, and no other, that— as 
I have been trying to show — we are forced to conceive our actual 
knowledge as the imperfect expression (in the, form of a temporal 
development) of a spiritual reality ; viz. of that infinite .dialectic, 
* Cf. Appearance and Reality'^, p. 458; Logic\ p. 683. 

U 
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in which absolute knowledge or absolute truth tunelessly fulfils 
itself and is eternally seLf-fulfiUed. If then, the philosopher reflects 
upon the ideal by which his thought has criticized itself ; upon the 
conception of the Perfect by which his intellect has been guided in 
condemning as ‘imperfect’, one after the other, all those categories 
— organizing conceptions, schemata for combining an intelligible 
(distinctly conceived) Many in an intelligible Unity which it itself 
employs in trying to understand and know the world; if he 
reflects upon this ideal and sets it out in explicit terms, it does in 
fact take the form of an infinite and timeless dialectic ; a dialectic 
which is eternally self-fulfilling and self-fulfilled. 

And this ideal is in no sense arbitrary — a mere idea or imagina- 
tion of the finite, mind. It is, on the contrary, the way in which 
reality must be conceived if it is to satisfy the intellect : it is, that 
is, reality in the form of truth. Reality as it is in truth must be 
and is such a dialectic, because unless it were so our actual co- 
gnizant experience could not have the character it has and, in 
particular, could not exhibit the imperfections which reflection 
upon it compels us to recognize, 

Bradley himself, in one passage at least,* expresses the.necessary 
imphcation of the actuality of his own Absolute in all human 
experience very briefly and forcibly. 

‘From such imperfect experience as I possess,’ he says, ‘I not only 
can but I conclude to an Experience perfect and complete, which, 
though still Experience, includes*&id is all that is real. And however 
much — ^and we are not to forget this — ^remains inexplicable, there is 
nothing whatever which, so far as I can see, stands out as impossible.’ 

But, if I rightly understand his position, he would not agree that 
‘from such imperfect knowledge or truth as we possess, we not only 
can but must conclude to a knowledge-or-truth which is perfect and 
complete — ^to an Experience which, though still theoretical, includes 
and is aU that is -real’. The ‘Experience which is perfect and com- 
plete, which includes and is aH that is real’, is — so I understand 
him to insist — more than knowledge-or-truth, more .than . ‘in- 
teUi^ble’ and ‘intelligent’, more than the self-evident dialectic,, 
self-analysis, and self-sjmthesis, in which thought fulfils and 
satisfiesi-^fcts^. And the nature of the unity of the all-inclusive 
experience — ^its absolute indissolubility or individuality — ^forbids 
i3s' to conceive that the aspects it transcends retain their essential 

* Logic\ p. 683. 
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character untransformed in the constunmatioD, hi the complete 
experience, in which they are transcended. Bradley's Absolute 
Experience, therefore, while not less but mor^ knowledge or 
truth, than intelligible and intelligence, than the dialectic in which 
thought is tunelessly self-fulfilled — ^is nevertheless (I suppose it 
must be said) not ‘intelligible’, not ‘thought’, not knowledge or 
trjath, &c. 

VAnd yet unless ‘the Experience perfect and complete , to which 
we are forced to conclude ‘ from such imperfect experience an we 
possess ’, retains untransformed (and as the fundamental condition 
without which it could not be real at all or include anything real 
whatever) the character of knowledge or truth— how can Bradley 
assert of it, for example, that it must be self-coexistent or har- 
monious? How can he insist (as he does, for example, in the 
passage quoted above) that ‘however much remains inexplicable, 
there is nothing whatever which . . . stands out as impossible ? 
If thought (knowledge, truth, &c.), in being fidfiUed m the 
Absolute Experience, is transmuted or transformed, it is difficult 
to see how Bradley can be entitled to fix any limits or what 
limits — ^to the transmutation: difficult, therefore, to see what cri- 
terion is still available for him by which he is able to decide what is 
or is not ‘impossible’ ; what does or does not ‘stand out , and con- 
flict with, the individuality of his Absolute Experience. 

One last criticism or objection must be briefly noticed. It may 
be said, ‘The whole treatment, in the preceding Studies, is mcom- 
patible with the view that the ideal, which our irnperf ect cogniz^t 
experiences necessarily imply — the ideal they inherently profess 
to be their aim and necesssoily fail completely to achieve or eim 
body — ^is a dialectic eternally self-fulfilling and self-fulfilled. Sue 
a dialectic — such a knowledge or truth — ^would be, at ^ events, 
on one side of itself, immediate, self-evident, intuitive, &c. 

It is quite true that, throughout these Studies, I have ^resse 
that side of our knowledge on which it is discursive, mediate, a 
movement or development or growth ; and that I have minmize 
its other (no less essential), complementary, side ^the si e on 
which it is self-manifest rather than self-nia^II®®I™S' ^ ® 

or an unbroken actuality, rather than a piecemeal construe ion, or 

a development. vj. j 4.-ii 

This emphasis has been deliberate, and (as I thoi^h an s 
think) it is legitimate and necessary to counteract iraat seems 0 
be the prevailing tendency. For the prevailing tendency (so ar 
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as I can judge) is to ignore or to deny— in regard to many forms 
of our cognizant experience — ^the ineliminable presence and the 
importance of the side I have been stressing the discursive 
side I and so to maintain that this or that phase of our cognizant 
experience is sheefly irnmediate: that, for example, perception or 
certain perceptions, or again some special and particular kinds or 
forms of thought, are (so to speak) isolable or detachable from 
the discursus, which is our knowledge-or-truth, our cognizant ex- 
perience as a self-fulfilling development — and are (n thait isolated, 
self-evident, immediate bits of absolute knowledge and absolute 
truth. 
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